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ABSTRACT
The study of parenting behavior often focuses on the trait-like expression of 
parenting behavior over time. There are relatively few studies, however, which 
attempt to identify order or stability in the situational variation of parenting behavior. 
Of those, fewer still attempt to identify ideographic patterns of parent decision­
making. We adopted a simulated-situations paradigm in order to examine the 
ideographic influences of parent negative affect, presence of others, and attribution 
of child control on parent’s selection of parent-centered versus child-centered goals. 
Moreover, we used the ideographic information from each parent to predict his/her 
responses to novel situations.
The design for the simulated situations and predictions were based on 
Mischel and Shoda’s 1995 Cognitive-Affective Personality System framework 
(CAPS). Parents were shown a series of 60 simulated parent-child interactions and 
asked to choose a behavioral response as if it were their 4- to 5-year-old child acting 
in each situation. Degree of parental negative affect and the evaluative presence of 
others were shown to be weak, but significant, predictors of parent’s goal-choice. 
There was no significant relationship shown for level of child control. We did not 
successfully identify ideographic influences in parent responding; however, our 
research indicated that further research in this area is warranted.
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CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION
Research on parenting over the last several decades has focused on the trait­
like expression of parenting behaviors (Grolnick & Gurland, 2002; Holden, 1997). 
While not the only method used to study parenting, trait approaches are considered 
by many to be the most effective means of studying the associations between 
parents’ and children’s behaviors (Holden & Miller, 1999). Trait approaches 
include, but are not limited to, the influential works of Schaefer (1959), Baumrind 
(1971), and Maccoby and Martin (1983). The early study of parenting, including 
trait research, was dominated by the notion that effects were unidirectional, i.e., 
parent behaviors affected children but not vice-versa (Darling & Steinberg, 1993). 
Social learning theories of parenting, among others, helped to illuminate the bi­
directional nature of parent-child interactions (e.g., Patterson, 1982). A broader 
understanding of the bi-directional nature of parent-child interactions underscored
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2the notion that no single approach could adequately capture all aspects of parenting 
(Darling & Steinberg, 1993).
Both trait approaches and social learning approaches assume that parents 
influence their children’s behavior and development through the stable expression 
of parenting traits (or behaviors) over time (Holden & Miller, 1999). Holden and 
Miller suggested that trait and social learning approaches unduly reinforce the 
notion of stability and consistency in parenting and inhibit the study of variation 
and change. In an attempt to broaden the thinking about parenting, Holden and 
Miller conducted a meta-analysis on the stability of parenting behaviors across 
domains. The authors discovered that there were relatively few studies that 
examined situational variability in parenting, and those that did yielded low cross- 
situational consistencies. The gaps in understanding parental variation and cross- 
situational consistency in some way mirrored the concerns expressed about trait 
theories of personality in the late 1960’s.
Mischel’s (1968) original critique of the study of personality traits placed a 
spotlight on the low cross-situational consistency of trait behavior, arguing that low 
consistency may in fact reflect reality and not poor methodology. MischeTs 
critiques were central in sparking the decades-long person-situation debate, in 
which researchers argued the relative merits of person variables versus situation 
variables in understanding behavior (e.g., Epstein & O’Brien, 1985; Mischel & 
Peake, 1982). The debate served to stimulate and broaden the study of personality, 
contributing to the generation of new ideas, techniques, and theories (Cervone,
1999; Epstein, 1979, 1980; Mischel & Shoda, 1995).
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3In an effort to move the study of personality forward, Mischel and Shoda 
(1995) developed the Cognitive-Affective Personality System (CAPS). The CAPS 
model posited that people have stable if...then situation-behavior profiles that 
underlie behavior. The existence of if... then profiles explains both the trait-like 
consistency of personality and its variability across situations (Mischel & Shoda, 
1998). The examination of if... then profiles required Mischel and Shoda to re-think 
how situations are defined. Situations have traditionally been defined by their 
structure or setting, and not by their psychological impact (Shoda, Mischel, & 
Wright, 1994). Mischel and Shoda (1995) proposed that situations be defined 
instead by the psychologically active elements (e.g., cognitions, affects) that they 
invoke.
The purpose of the following study was to apply a CAPS perspective to the 
study of parenting variability across situations. The situations in question were not 
nominal situations, but varied along specified psychologically active features. A 
goal-regulation theory of parenting was used to identify, from a theoretical 
standpoint, which features (e.g., presence of others) were likely to be the most 
salient to parents during certain parent-child interactions (Dix, 1992). Dix’s goal- 
regulation theory proposed specific parental affects and cognitions that are 
associated with a parent’s choice of goals (e.g., child-centered or parent-centered) 
during parent-child interactions. Applying the CAPS model, we tested whether 
mothers’ goal choice varied as a function of the psychologically active elements of 
parent-child situations as specified by Dix.
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4The Study of Parenting
Many consider parenting and the family to be the most significant 
influences in the development of the child (Bjorkland, Yunger, & Pellegrini, 2002). 
The study of parenting and parenting variables has increased at such a rate that 
some have referred to the study of parenting as “a growth industry” (Patterson & 
Fisher, 2002, p. 59). Parenting variables have been linked to children’s cognitive 
processes (Fagot & Gauvain, 1997), peer relations (Ladd, 1999), academic 
achievement (DeBaryshe, Patterson, & Capaldi, 1993), moral development 
(Eisenberg & Valiente, 2002), and aggression (Loeber & Dishion, 1983). The 
effects of parenting and caregiving have been examined across different parenting 
formats such as single parenting (Weinraub, Horvath, & Gringlas, 2002), 
adolescent-aged parents (Moore & Brooks-Gunn, 2002), and parenting in divorced 
and/or remarried families (Hetherington & Stanley-Hagan, 2002).
The trait approach to parenting is the most well-known and commonly used 
method of studying parenting behaviors (Grolnick & Gurland, 2002; Holden & 
Miller, 1999). The trait method has been referred to by other names such as 
parental style, dimension, typology, or pattern (Holden, 1997). Like other trait 
theories, parenting traits are thought to reflect recurring patterns of behavior that are 
considered “the essence of that parent’s child rearing” (Holden & Miller, 1999, p. 
225) and are representative of parenting behaviors across time and situation 
(Holden & Miller, 1999). Parents are placed into categories by the traits that define
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
5their child-rearing behaviors, and are meant to reflect that parent’s typical behavior 
toward his/her child (Holden, 1997; Holden & Miller, 1999).
According to Holden (1997), trait approaches to the study of parenting can 
be found as far back as 1930. Levy (1943) linked patterns of parental 
overprotection with children’s behavior problems, providing the basis for the 
subsequent study of key parental behaviors such as warmth and rejection. Baldwin 
and colleagues, as part of a longitudinal study on child development conducted by 
the Fels Research Institute, first identified three parent dimensions which they 
labeled democracy, indulgence, and acceptance (Baldwin, 1948; Baldwin, Kalhom, 
& Breese, 1945). Baldwin (1955), based on a psychoanalytic framework, later 
identified nine parenting traits which he labeled detached, neglecting, rejecting, 
demanding, authoritarian, overprotective, overindulgent, cooperative, and 
democratic.
Schaefer (1959) is considered a pioneer in establishing parenting 
dimensions (e.g., Becker, 1964; Grolnick & Gurland, 2002; Holden, 1997). Using 
factor analytic techniques, Schaefer re-analyzed existing data on parenting and 
developed a circumplex model to describe maternal behaviors. His analysis 
resulted in the formation of two dimensions. The first dimension consisted of a 
Love (acceptance) versus Hostility dimension and the second consisted of an 
Autonomy versus Control dimension (i.e., warmth and control dimensions). The 
major parenting traits previously identified by Baldwin (1955) and others could 
theoretically be positioned on Schaefer’s circumplex model corresponding to the 
levels of warmth and control that characterized each dimension. Schaefer (1959)
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
6hoped that identifying parenting dimensions would lead researchers to “explore new 
dimensions of maternal behavior rather than reinvestigate known dimensions with 
new names” (p. 234).
Subsequent researchers would continue to identify variations on the two 
core parenting traits of warmth and control. Variations on the warmth dimension 
have been referred to as child-centeredness (Pulkinnen, 1982), caring/empathic 
versus rejecting/indifferent (Parker, Tupling, & Brown, 1979), involvement 
(Grolnick & Slowiaczek, 1994), and acceptance versus rejection (Rohner, 1986). 
Variations on the control dimension have included restrictive versus permissive 
(Becker, 1964), firm versus lax control (Baumrind, 1967), and controlling versus 
autonomy supportive (Deci & Ryan, 1985).
Baumrind, whose examination of parenting began in 1961, developed a 
classification scheme for patterns of parent behavior considered by many to be the 
most influential development in the study of parenting traits (Darling & Steinberg, 
1993; Grolnick & Gurland, 2002; Holden, 1997). Baumrind (1967, 1971, 1973) 
identified three patterns of parenting that were associated with different patterns of 
peer relationships, rejection, and self-efficacy in children: authoritarian, 
authoritative, and permissive. Unlike previous factor-analytic research, Baumrind’s 
classification system was the first to directly link parenting traits or styles with 
child outcomes (Darling & Steinberg, 1993).
Authoritarian parents (high control, low warmth) were highly controlling, 
often rejected their children, and had rigid standards for behavior. Children of 
authoritarian parents were dependent, aggressive, withdrawn, and/or dominated by
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7peers. Authoritative parents (high control, high warmth) were fairly controlling, but 
encouraged discussion with their children, who in turn were more independent and 
socially accepted. Permissive parents (low control, high warmth) made few 
attempts to control children, were hesitant to place demands on them, and were 
generally accepting of their children. Children with permissive parents exhibited 
little social responsibility and were moderately independent (Baumrind, 1971).
The outcome measures for much of Baumrind’s research centered on the 
level of instrumental competence demonstrated by children (Baumrind, 1973). 
Instrumental competence included social responsibility, independence, achievement 
orientation, and vitality. Initially developed using children aged three and four 
years of age, Baumrind’s classification later included longitudinal follow-up data 
for children at ages eight and nine and has been found to be relevant for adolescents 
as well (Baumrind, 1991; Fletcher, Darling, Steinberg, & Dombusch, 1995; 
Hetherington & Clingempeel, 1992).
In 1983, Maccoby and Martin merged the early trait research on parenting 
(e.g., factor-analytic warmth/control dimensions) with Baumrind’s classifications in 
order to unify the research on parenting traits. Using trait theories and Baumrind’s 
classifications, Maccoby and Martin (1983) created a two-dimensional model. The 
resulting dimensions of responsiveness and demandingness were better able to 
summarize the existing research, expanded the understanding of Baumrind’s 
classifications, and allowed for her classifications to be generalized to other 
populations (Darling & Steinberg, 1993). Baumrind (1980, 1991) would later
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her research.
Trait theories have been beneficial in identifying patterns of parenting that 
are associated with children’s development, but focus largely on the unidirectional 
effect that parenting behaviors and styles have on children (Darling & Steinberg, 
1993). Researchers in the late 1970’s and 1980’s gained an appreciation for the bi­
directional effects of parent-child dyads by considering and identifying the effect 
that children may have on parent behaviors (Bell, 1979; Bell & Chapman, 1986; 
Yarrow, Waxier, & Scott, 1971). The initial application of social learning theories 
to parenting highlighted the interactions, reinforcement, and modeling of adults as 
the primary means through which antisocial, noncompliant, and aggressive 
behaviors are maintained in children (Wierson & Forehand, 1994). One example 
highlighting the bi-directional aspects of parent-child interactions can be found in 
the coercive family process theory developed by Patterson (1982).
As part of the research conducted at the Oregon Social Learning Center, 
Patterson, Reid, and Dishion (1992) observed families extensively over a number of 
years and specified a model for the development of externalizing behavior (termed 
antisocial by Patterson et al., 1992) in boys based on the principles of social 
learning theory. Social learning theories highlight the effects of operant 
conditioning on behavior. Behaviors are shaped by the consequences that follow 
them (i.e., positive/negative reinforcement, punishment) or are learned through 
imitation or modeling (Akers, 1985).
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Patterson’s model, called coercive family process theory (Patterson, 1982), 
focused primarily on the escalating cycle of coercion where one family member’s 
aversive behavior leads to the cessation of another’s aversive behavior. Parents are 
most likely to enter the cycle and engage in coercive behavior when parental 
effectiveness breaks down. As parents begin to rely on coercive techniques, the 
number of coercive exchanges between a child and parents increases, in that the 
child begins to engage in behaviors that are sufficiently aversive to terminate 
parental requests and management strategies. Often the yelling and tantruming of 
the child lead to desired outcomes. For families who have fallen into a coercive 
interaction style, the length and severity of these interactions inevitably increases as 
parents and children are required to “go the extra mile” to achieve desired 
outcomes. Greenberg, Speltz, and DeKlyen (1993) summarized: “In families of 
aggressive boys one partner’s aversive behavior (e.g., child whining or parent 
nagging) is commonly reinforced by the termination of the other’s aversive 
behavior, leading to repetitive cycles of coercive interaction” (p. 195).
More recently, the issue of the stability of parenting and parenting traits was 
addressed in a meta-analysis (Holden & Miller, 1999). Holden and Miller raised a 
number of questions regarding parenting. For example, would a mother 
characterized as warm and responsive when her child is an infant still be considered 
responsive when her child is 5 or 15? As stated earlier, both trait approaches and 
social learning approaches assume that parents influence their children’s behavior 
and development through the stable expression of parenting traits (or behaviors) 
over time (Holden & Miller, 1999). Holden and Miller suggested that trait and
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social learning views of parenting, while valuable and informative, unduly reinforce 
the notion of stability and consistency in parenting and inhibit the study of variation 
and change. It was their assertion that research on parenting should be expanded to 
explore the nature of stability, change, and variation in parent behavior. The 
authors attempted to encourage this exploration through the publication of a meta­
analysis that examined the stability of parenting across time, children, and 
situations (Holden & Miller, 1999).
In total, the Holden and Miller (1999) meta-analysis examined eleven 
parenting constructs (e.g., caregive, encourage, negative affect, responsiveness, 
control) from 87 empirical studies (though only 20 measured cross-situational 
differences). The meta-analysis on parenting similarity found that parenting across 
time and across children was significantly more stable than parenting across 
situations.
Holden and Miller (1999) stated that while the trait method has been an 
effective way to analyze associations between parents’ and children’s behaviors, the 
time has come to move to the next level of analysis, which examines individual 
variation and situational factors that differentiate successful from unsuccessful 
parenting. The authors made several suggestions to study the situational variability 
in parenting. Among the authors’ suggestions is the use of a personality model 
developed by Mischel and Shoda (1995) that attempts to identify the underlying 
organization of cognitions and affects which lead to changes in behaviors across 
situations.
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The Cognitive-Affective Personality System (CAPS), as it is called, posits 
that the situational variation of personality traits should be thought of as containing 
meaningful information, not as error. Like Mischel’s (1984) view of personality 
traits, Holden and Miller (1999) stated that they believe “much of parents’ 
situationally induced behavioral variation is not random; rather we believe that it is 
lawful and that lawfulness deserves study” (p. 247). The following section will 
review the CAPS model, its place within the study of personality, and its potential 
application to the study of parenting.
The Person-Situation Debate: An Overview
Development of the CAPS model arose as a potential solution to the long­
standing debate on the relative impact of personality traits and situational factors on 
the behavior of individuals, and is best understood when viewed in the broader 
context of the debate from which it was spawned. The following section provides a 
brief review of the trait theory of personality, highlights from the person-situation 
debate, and the role the CAPS model played in resolving the person-situation 
dilemma.
Of the various personality theories, trait theories have been the most 
dominant (Bern & Allen, 1974). Trait theories of personality are nomothetic, in that 
they assume that trait dimensions or sets of trait dimensions underlie human
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behavior, apply equally to all individuals, and manifest themselves across contexts 
(Bern & Allen, 1974; McFall & McDonel, 1986). Difficulty in establishing 
empirically the behavioral consistency of traits across situations spurred a lengthy 
dialogue about the utility of traits that began in the late 60’s (e.g., Epstein, 1979; 
Mischel, 1968) and was never fully resolved (Cervone, 1999). During the debate, 
researchers argued the relative merits of person variables versus situation variables 
in understanding behavior (e.g., Epstein & O’Brien, 1985; Mischel & Peake, 1982).
A core assumption of personality theorists has been that individuals are 
characterized by broad cross-situational personality traits (dispositions) that are 
expressed consistently in the form of trait-relevant behavior, i.e., a kind person will 
be kind across many different types of situations (Mischel, 2003). While many felt 
that the existence of dispositions was intuitive (e.g., Bern & Allen, 1974; Epstein, 
1980), there was difficulty demonstrating empirically the consistency of personality 
traits across situations (Mischel, 1968).
In the 1960’s, Mischel (1968), Peterson (1968), and Vernon (1964) all 
addressed similar concerns about the issue of consistency, noting that coefficients 
of behavior taken across situations rarely exceeded .30. MischePs criticism 
differed from the others in that he posited that the .30 personality coefficient was 
evidence of true behavioral variability (Mischel, 1968). Mischel felt that the .30 
ceiling accurately reflected the data and was not the result of flawed methodology, 
as some have suggested (e.g., Epstein, 1979). Mischel was supported by many 
social psychologists, who advocated for the influence of situational factors, and was 
seen as “the devil of the field” (Mischel, 2003, p. 146) by some personality
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researchers who felt he was disavowing the very existence of personality traits. 
Others referred to Mischel as a “situationist” (p. 142) and felt his critique threatened 
the credibility of established personality psychologists (Mischel, 2003).
The ensuing person-situation debate led to articles published across several 
decades (e.g., Bern, 1972; Carlson, 1984; Kenrick, & Funder, 1988; Mischel, 1968; 
Shoda, 1999). The bulk of the debate occurred during the late 1970’s through the 
mid 1980’s. Alternative solutions were presented which attempted to push the field 
of personality in new directions: for example, interaction theory (Magnusson & 
Endler, 1977) and template-matching (Bern & Funder, 1978). The most fervent 
response, however, to Mischel’s (1968) critique came from Epstein (e.g., 1979,
1980, 1986). The following is a brief summary of Epstein’s and his colleagues’ 
responses to Mischel’s initial interpretation (1968) and Mischel’s replies to various 
critiques (e.g., Mischel & Peake, 1982).
In an effort to address the concerns identified by Mischel (1968) and others, 
Epstein (1979) summarized and responded to the three main arguments critical of 
trait theory. According to Epstein, the evidence in conflict with trait theory 
included findings that variance attributed to situations was often higher than 
variance attributable to individual differences (e.g., Magnusson, 1971), the 
existence of a perceptual bias, and the .30 personality coefficient.
Epstein (1979, 1980) carefully addressed all three points. He addressed the 
variance argument by suggesting that situations should be expected to account for 
more variance. If situations, as he argued, have a wider possible range of 
characteristics than personalities, then situations would naturally contain a higher
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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portion of the variance in behavior. Others had suggested that a perceptual bias 
(i.e., people perceive traits where none exist) may occur because people tend to 
infer more stability in others’ behavior across situations than is actually present 
(Bern & Allen, 1974). Epstein (1979) argued that the same factors that Bern and 
Allen (1974) suggested contribute to the perception of stability are likely to 
contribute to actual stability in people’s behaviors.
The most contentious piece of information in the person-situation debate 
remained the .30 coefficient (Epstein, 1979). Some, like Bern (1972), argued that 
all that was required was for someone to measure consistency coefficients that 
surpassed .30 for the person-situation debate to come to an end. Therefore, many of 
the responses to Mischel’s (1968) critique centered on combating the .30 ceiling 
(e.g., Epstein, 1979, 1980; Epstein & O’Brien, 1985). Epstein (1979) initially 
rationalized the existence of the personality coefficient by noting that experimental 
designs are better at assessing change than stability, that problems identifying 
behavioral consistency were likely due to the unit of analysis chosen, and posited 
that there were likely undiscovered moderator variables that, when found, would 
increase cross-situational personality coefficients.
To address empirically the personality coefficient, Epstein and his 
colleagues attempted to demonstrate that when correlation coefficients were 
averaged across a series of situations, the consistency of behavior greatly improved 
(e.g., Epstein, 1979; Epstein & O’Brien 1985). Epstein (1979) viewed single 
observations of behavior as analogous to single items on a paper-and-pencil 
measure. He then applied the same reasoning and statistical analysis used in test
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development to the analysis and understanding of personality. The aggregation of 
data, as he termed it, reduced error and broadened the generalizability of research 
findings (Epstein, 1980). For example, if one measured levels of aggression in an 
individual across several situations, it might be found that, on average, person X is 
more aggressive than person Y.
To demonstrate the advantages of aggregation, Epstein (1980) conducted a 
series of self-report studies, correlating the mean of all the odd day observations 
with the mean of the observations reported on even days. Adopting the Spearman- 
Brown formula to analyze the data led to correlations of behavior of around .80. 
Generalizability of the approach was established using other types of data such as 
judges’ ratings and observational data gathered in real-life and laboratory settings 
(Epstein, 1980).
Aggregating data continued to produce correlation coefficients in the .7 to .9 
range (Epstein & O’Brien, 1985). Epstein and O’Brien gathered data on 
individuals’ social behavior, positive/negative emotions, and physiological data 
every day over a several-day period. Over the first 1 or 2 days, correlations were 
highly variable, but achieved some stability (.7-.9) after 4 to 5 days. The authors 
felt the data demonstrated sufficient stability and generality in behavior “so that 
useful statements about broad dispositions could be made without having to specify 
the eliciting situations” (Epstein & O’Brien, 1985, p. 518).
Epstein and O’Brien (1985) argued that, by definition, what they had 
established was a clear demonstration of the existence of traits. Epstein (1980) 
claimed that aggregation “solved” (p. 795) the personality coefficient. In a review
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of his aggregation research, he refuted the contention made by Mischel (1984) and 
Mischel and Peake (1982, 1983) that aggregation ignores situational factors 
(Epstein, 1986). He argued that aggregation was situationally specific, and seemed 
to imply, although not stating directly, that situations were so specific that they 
were impossible to study, that situations could not be manipulated adequately, and 
therefore the only option for dealing with situations is that they be controlled 
(Epstein, 1986).
The main criticisms of aggregation as a solution to the personality 
coefficient were provided by Mischel and Peake (1982, 1983), taking issue with 
Epstein’s contention that empirical identification of trait consistency was simply a 
measurement issue. Mischel and Peake (1982) referred to Epstein’s proposal as the 
“reliability solution” (p. 739), arguing, as did others, that what Epstein had 
accomplished was merely the measurement of temporal stability, or stability across 
time, but not stability across situations (McFall & McDonel, 1986). Mischel and 
Peake (1982) argued that aggregating data loses psychologically interesting 
behavior, terming it as error. They referred to aggregation as the “route to weak 
generalizations” (Mischel & Peake, 1982, p. 738) which bypasses specificity and 
predictability.
The person-situation debate was never truly resolved (Cervone, 1999). At 
best, researchers agreed that the choice of whether to study persons or situations 
largely depended on the question being asked (Epstein, 1997; Mischel, 2003). Both 
Epstein and Mischel have since proposed alternative methods of studying 
personality (Epstein, 1990; Mischel & Shoda, 1995). Epstein (1997) credited the
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
17
Cognitive-Affective Personality System (CAPS) as embracing an “ideographic- 
nomothetic approach to studying personality” (p. 18) that he previously had 
suggested. Epstein (1997) concluded that there is now a convergence in the view of 
how personality should be studied as evidenced by the similarities between Mischel 
and Shoda’s (1995) CAPS model and his own cognitive-experimental self-theory 
(Epstein, 1973, 1990).
The Cognitive-Affective Personality System
Trait-theories are most effective when researchers understand their uses and 
limitations. Mischel (2003) and Epstein (1997) agreed that trait theory is not useful 
in predicting an individual’s behavior in a single future situation. Trait theories best 
answer the question, “what generally is this person like?” (Mischel, 2003). It is 
clear by his criticisms of personality theory and suggestions for future directions 
that Mischel thought personality research should, as a goal, attempt to predict what 
person A would do given novel situation X. The Cognitive-Affective Personality 
System (CAPS) represented an attempt to devise such a model (Mischel & Shoda, 
1995).
The CAPS model posits that people have stable if...then situation-behavior 
profiles that underlie behavior (Mischel & Shoda, 1995). For example, imagine if 
we compare two individuals whose average rating of frustration across situations 
were equally high. Person 1 may become frustrated when he/she is being ignored,
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(i.e., if ignored, then frustrated). Person 2, on the other hand, might become 
frustrated during social interactions (i.e., if spoken to, then frustrated). Previously, 
variations in the conditions under which person 1 and person 2 became frustrated 
were viewed as error (e.g., Epstein, 1980). Mischel and Shoda (1995) believed that 
this information was valuable, could be measured in the form of stable if... then 
profiles, and that these subsequent behavioral signatures could be used to predict 
an individual’s behavior in a novel situation. Behavioral signatures are defined as 
the “predictable pattern of behavioral variation across situations” (Shoda &
Mischel, 1998, p. 187).
The CAPS model, like connectionist models, is based on the belief that 
people have mental representations whose activation leads to thoughts and feelings 
and the subsequent generation of behavior (Mischel & Shoda, 1998). Mental 
representations are the cognitive-affective units of the CAPS model (Mischel & 
Shoda, 1998). All of our mental representations are thought to be interconnected, 
including “the meaning of situations, representations of self, others, possible future 
events, goals, affects, beliefs, expectations, and behavioral alternatives” (Shoda, 
LeeTieman, & Mischel, 2002, p. 317). A cognitive or affective unit, once 
activated, activates other cognitive and affective units in a non-linear fashion 
(Mischel & Shoda, 1995). Units are paired in a recurrent network, meaning that 
each unit is paired with every other unit, each with an individual strength of 
association (Shoda, 1999). Individuals are thought to differ on their own levels of 
connectedness among representations (Shoda et al., 2002).
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For the CAPS model to work, researchers would have to re-think their 
definition of situations. Traditionally nominal definitions of situations have been 
used, that is, naming the situation (e.g., at school, at a party) as opposed to 
identifying the psychologically active features of the situation (Mischel, 1984). 
Mischel and Shoda (1995) wrote that in any situation
individuals differ in how they selectively focus on 
different features of situations, how they categorize 
and encode them cognitively and emotionally, and 
how these encodings activate and interact with other 
cognitions and affects in the personality system, (p.
252)
It is through the examination of one’s reactions to the psychologically active 
features of a situation that the model can account for both the average individual 
differences in behavior and the existence of stable if... then profiles (Mischel & 
Shoda, 1995).
Shoda, Mischel, and Wright (1994) demonstrated the existence and stability 
of behavioral signatures using observational data on children’s social behaviors at a 
residential summer camp. Children were observed, videotaped, and evaluated 
across several interpersonal situations. The researchers examined children’s verbal 
aggression, physical aggression, compliance, whining, and prosocial behaviors. 
These behaviors were evaluated under different psychological situations that varied 
as a function of positive/negative affect and peer or adult interaction. When 
behavioral profiles of children with similar overall levels of verbal aggression were 
analyzed, some children were found to be more verbally aggressive in negative
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interactions with adults and were less aggressive then their peers when children 
approached them positively. Similarly, there were children whose behavioral 
profiles were opposite in that they were verbally aggressive when peers approached 
them positively, but significantly less aggressive than peers during negative adult 
interactions.
A second study examined the utility of the CAPS model using what Shoda 
and LeeTieman (2002) referred to as a simulated situations paradigm. In each of 
the simulations, participants responded to 60 different presentations of one of nine 
different scenarios. Examples of scenarios include whether the participant would 
let someone borrow a dollar and whether they would attend a free swing dancing 
lesson. Participants responded to the 60 variations on a 9-point Likert-type scale on 
the dependent variable associated with each situation (e.g., agreeableness, open to 
experience). Participants were presented the situations, in a different order, at either 
a 1 or 2 week follow-up. The method and analyses for the current study will be 
closely modeled after the simulated situations paradigm presented by Shoda and 
LeeTieman.
While scenarios in the simulated situations paradigm were held constant for 
each participant, there was significant variation in both the individual making the 
request and the manner in which the request was made. By keeping the scenario 
constant and varying features of the scenario, the researchers hoped to identify 
differences that led to variations in the participant’s responses.
The simulated situations were presented in one of two forms. Some 
participants viewed a photo of an individual on a computer screen accompanied by
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an audio recording (e.g., “Would you loan me your class notes? I had to miss class 
because . . Shoda & LeeTieman, 2002, p . 248). The other form the authors 
referred to as a guided imagination format, where participants listened to audio 
tapes and were asked to imagine how they would react if they were in the stated 
situation.
The first question of interest to Shoda and LeeTieman (2002) was whether a 
person’s behavioral signature would be stable over time. To assess unique 
responding, the mean response for each scenario was subtracted from each 
individual’s response to that scenario. Time 1 behavioral signatures were then 
correlated to time 2 behavioral signatures using Pearson product-moment 
correlations (Shoda, 1999; Shoda & Mischel, 2000). Correlations between unique 
behavioral signatures taken at time 1 and time 2 ranged from .37-.58, indicating 
stability in each person’s unique behavioral signature (Shoda & LeeTieman, 2002).
The next step was to assess the psychological features of each situation that 
contributed to the stability found in the unique behavior profiles. After time 2 data 
collection, participants were asked to list as many of the aspects of the situations 
that influenced their responses as they could. The authors then combined responses 
from all participants and content-analyzed the list to reduce it to a manageable 
number (e.g., 16 for the loan a dollar scenario).
Independent raters were then asked to rate each situation, on a scale of 0-9, 
on the degree to which the situation contained each identified feature. Interrater 
reliabilities were established using Cronbach’s alpha. Features receiving reliability 
scores of alpha > .70 were considered to be reliably rated. The mean score across
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raters, for each feature, was referred to as the feature-rating. For example, the 
mean rating across judges (i.e., feature-rating) on the feature agreeableness was 8 
(high level of agreeableness) in situation 2 (of 60) in the loan me a dollar set of 
situations.
Using regression analysis, Shoda and LeeTieman (2002) were able to 
generate feature weights to answer the question, “Can behavioral signatures be used 
to predict responses to novel situations?” To determine feature weights, the authors 
“regressed the participant’s responses to the situations . . .  on the situation feature- 
ratings” (Shoda & LeeTieman, 2002, p. 261). Participant’s responses were 
averaged across time 1 and time 2, and the mean of the two responses was used as 
the dependent variable in the regression analysis. The regression was conducted on 
only the first 30 of the 60 situations, in order to use the second 30 to test the 
predictive capabilities of the feature weights.
To predict an individual’s set of responses to the second 30 situations, the 
“situation feature-rating of each of the second 30 situations were multiplied by each 
person’s feature weight and then summing each term and intercept” (Shoda & 
LeeTieman, 2002, p. 262). Predicted responses were then correlated with actual 
responses, again using Pearson correlations. The mean correlation between 
predicted responses and actual responses was .42 (Shoda & LeeTieman, 2002).
The last question addressed by Shoda and LeeTieman (2002) was how 
much of the weight set’s prediction was truly due to the unique processing factors 
of the individual when compared with the average weight set. This is analogous to 
asking, “how much the average or typical feature weighting can predict any one
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person’s responses” (Shoda & LeeTieman, 2002, p. 263). Shoda and LeeTieman 
correlated “each person’s actual responses and every other person’s predicted 
responses” (p. 263). When compared, the authors found that that unique weight 
sets accounted for an additional 7 percentage points, or 75% gain, in the variance 
explained.
While there are not many empirical studies using the CAPS model, 
researchers have demonstrated that stable behavioral signatures can be identified 
(Shoda et al., 1994) and that they can add to the prediction of future behaviors using 
subject data (Shoda & LeeTieman, 2002). In addition to studying personality, the 
CAPS model can be thought of as a meta-model that acts as a template for a wide 
range for other domain-specific models (Shoda & Mischel, 1998).
One adaptation of the CAPS model was used to study the likelihood that a 
women would conduct a breast self-examination (Miller, Shoda, & Hurley, 1996). 
The CAPS has also been proposed to study interpersonal dynamics. Interpersonal 
dynamics may be thought of as the interlocking of two individuals’ CAPS systems 
(Zayas, Shoda, & Ayduk, 2002). One person’s behaviors become the 
psychologically active elements of the situation for another person. It has been 
suggested that studying the exchanges between the interacting CAPS system of two 
individuals could aid in the study of attachment style, rejection sensitivity, self- 
fulfilling prophecy, and interdependence theory (Zayas et al., 2002). It seems that 
the usefulness of a CAPS framework to study phenomena other than personality 
traits is beginning to take shape. In the current study, a CAPS framework was used 
to examine whether parents’ goal selection varied as a function of the
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psychologically active features of parent-child situations proposed by Dix’s (1992) 
goal-regulation model.
A Goal-Regulation Model of Parenting
Dix (1992) presented a goal-regulation model which, among other things, 
proposed to identify aspects of situations (i.e., psychological as opposed to 
nominal) that lead parents to choose one set of goals and behaviors over another. 
Dix described a four-step goal-regulation model of parents’ behaviors during 
parent-child interactions. The initial step is really the assumption that parents have 
specific goals for any parent-child interaction. The second step in the model is that 
parents initiate behaviors consistent with their goal selection. Parents continually 
appraise the progress and achievement of their intended goals during the third step 
and, finally, experience positive or negative emotions based on their level of 
success that contribute to the shaping of future parenting behaviors.
Parents’ goal choice in any interaction with their children is naturally a 
complex process that varies considerably across situations (Dix, 1992). Dix 
proposed that parent goal selection could be divided into two broad categories: 
parent-centered goals and child-centered goals. Parent-centered goals include such 
activities as completion of chores, interaction with friends, and getting children to
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bed on time. Child-centered goals include activities that teach, comfort, and nurture 
children during parent-child interactions.
Many parent-centered goals contribute to maintaining an effective, efficient, 
and satisfying home life (Dix, 1992). Alternatively, responsiveness to children, as 
noted earlier, is considered an important component of child-rearing and a key 
component of child-centered goals (Dix, 1992).
Goal-regulation theory further divides child-centered goals into empathic 
goals, which are meant to please children, and socialization goals, which benefit 
children but do not please them (Dix, 1992). Interactions that focus on play, 
comfort, teaching, and child perspective-taking are indicative of empathic goals. 
Interactions that focus on rules and expectations that promote learning and/or 
development are considered socialization goals. Dix considered the task of daily 
parenting as continually trying to balance an endless number of parent, empathic, 
and socialization goals.
Dix and colleagues proposed several factors that contribute to the situational 
variability of parental goal selection and behavior (Dix, 1993; Dix & Reinhold, 
1991). Three variables proposed by Dix and colleagues that influence parent goal 
selection are parental affect, parents’ attributions of child behaviors, and children’s 
actual behaviors.
While related to parent attributions and parent behaviors, Dix (1993) and 
others consider child behaviors to be only a modest and inconsistent predictor of 
parent behavior, with some suspecting that parent variables may be a better 
predictor of parent attributions of child behaviors than actual child behaviors (e.g.,
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Sameroff, Seifer, & Elias, 1982; Mebert, 1991). Among the variables that Dix 
(1993) and others (e.g., Sameroff et al. 1982) considered a better predictor of parent 
attributions than child behaviors is parental affect. A second major variable thought 
to influence parental behavior is the inferences parents make about children’s 
control or intent (Dix & Reinhold, 1991). For example, whether parents infer that 
children are in control of their behavior or whether parents suspect children’s 
actions are dispositional versus situational in nature can alter parents’ goal 
selection. Dix (1992, 1993) proposed that parental affect and parental inference 
combine to influence parent goal selection and, subsequently, parental behaviors.
For example, Dix (1993) briefly reviews established literature in which 
parents who are experiencing negatively valenced emotions (e.g., anxiety, anger, 
depression) perceive children to be more difficult and noncompliant than parents 
who are not experiencing negative emotions. Dispositional attributions about 
children’s negative behaviors are thought to be associated with selection of parent- 
centered goals (Dix, 1991).
Similarly, parents may identify other aspects of the situation to conclude 
children understand and control their own actions, leading again to parent-centered 
goal selection (Dix, 1993). Parents tend to make stronger assumptions about child 
dispositions for older then younger children (e.g., older children should know 
better). Factors such as the lag time between the issuance of a command and the 
child’s reactions have also been shown to affect parent attributions (Dix &
Reinhold, 1991). For example, Dix and Reinhold suggested that parents might
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interpret a child’s delayed response to commands as evidence that a task is beyond 
a child’s developmental level, leading to adoption of child-centered goals.
Evaluation by others is another factor thought to influence parents’ goal- 
selection during interactions with their children. In one study linking parent goal 
selection and parental behaviors, Hastings and Grusec (1998) found that difficult 
parent-child scenarios that occurred in public settings (vs. private settings) were 
associated with parent-centered goal selection and higher rates of power assertion. 
The authors hypothesized that parents are likely to feel more pressure and concern 
about how their parenting skills will be evaluated in the presence of others.
Dix and colleagues proposed a goal-regulation model of parenting that, in 
part, begins to examine cross-situational parent variability through the identification 
of certain psychological aspects of a situation that are particularly salient in parent- 
child interactions. Dix (1991,1992,1993) proposed that parents make attributions 
about child behaviors based on their current affective state and their inferences 
about the willfulness of the child’s behaviors (i.e., dispositional vs. situational 
attributions). In addition, other researchers have shown evidence that parents’ 
concern or worry about evaluation of their parenting skills may also influence their 
goal selection (Hastings & Grusec, 1998). Dix’s goal-regulation model is 
nomothetic in that it supposes all parents are generally affected by the goal 
selection variables noted above. The current study examined the individual 
variation in parents’ goal-selection based on parental affect, worry about evaluation, 
and parental attribution of child dispositions during conflictual parent-child 
interactions.
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Summary
The study of parenting, much like the study of personality, has relied 
heavily on trait models over the years (Grolnick & Gurland, 2002). Researchers 
examining parent behavior have branched out into, among other areas, the 
examination of bi-directional effects (e.g., Patterson et al., 1992). More recently, 
the study of parenting has faced issues regarding cross-situational consistency that 
are similar to those that have been present in the study of personality (Holden & 
Miller, 1999). The current study applied a CAPS framework (Mischel & Shoda,
1994), adapted from personality research, to the study of situational variability in 
parenting.
Dix’s (1992) goal-regulation model was used as a guide in identifying 
psychologically active features of parent-child interactions. Parents’ responses to 
scenarios were used to identify the stability and predictive utility of parenting 
signatures in hopes to begin to understand the little studied area of cross-situational 
variability in parenting.
Specifically, it was hypothesized that a mother’s patterns of responses (i.e., 
behavioral signatures) would be stable over time. In addition, we expected that a 
mother’s unique behavioral signatures would be predicted by the psychological 
dimensions suggested by Dix’s goal-regulation theory. Last, we tested whether a 
mother’s unique pattern of responses would be a better predictor of that mother’s 
responses to novel situations than the average response set.




The purpose of the current study was to examine patterns of mothers’ goal 
selection using Dix’s parenting goals theory. The existence, stability, and 
predictive utility of ideographic patterns of parenting behavior were examined 
within a CAPS framework. Shoda and LeeTieman (2002) examined the temporal 
stability and predictive utility of unique behavioral profiles in their study on 
personality traits. The method and main analyses for the current study were 
modeled after Shoda and LeeTieman’s (2002) simulated situations paradigm. The 
measure yielding parent goal behaviors was developed by a research team at 
Northern Illinois University. Its development and creation are briefly discussed 
below.
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Participants
Participants in the study were 65 mothers with at least one 4- to 5-year-old 
child. Data from 60 participants were included in the final analyses. Mothers 
excluded from the analyses included those who were unable to complete the study 
(e.g., circumstances prevented time 2 data collection, n = 3), who clearly engaged in 
a pattern of random responding (n = 1), or for whom too much time had passed 
between time 1 and time 2 data collections (i.e., 6 weeks, n = 1). All statistics and 
analyses presented will be based on the final sample of 60 mothers.
The mothers in the final sample were predominantly Caucasian (n = 57; 
Hispanic/Latino, n = 3) and married (n = 55; single n = 2, divorced n = 3). Levels 
of education reported by participants included high school/GED (n = 2), some 
college (n = 14), college degree (n = 27), and post-college (n = 16). Mothers 
ranged in age from 24 to 46 years of age (M=  36.01; SD = 5.12) and reported a 
mean household income of $85,075.47 (SD = 48,248.89). Participants reported 
household incomes in the following ranges: $10,000-$55,000 (n = 15), $55,000- 
$75,000 (n = 13), $75,000-96,000 (n = 11), and over $96,000 (n = 14). Several 
participants elected not to indicate a household income (n = 7). Stay-at-home 
mothers (n = 30) and mothers who worked full-time (n = 22) were both represented 
in this study. The remaining mothers reported part-time employment (n = 4) or 
enrollment as full-time students (n = 4).
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Mothers were asked to consider a specific child when answering questions 
in the study. Though the children were not present, information was gathered about 
the children mothers were thinking about when answering questions. The children 
mothers reported thinking about during the study ranged between 4 years 0 months 
and 5 years 11 months, had a mean age of 5 years 0 months (SD = .5 years), and 
were about evenly split between boys (n = 34) and girls (n = 26).
Participants were recruited from the community in several ways. Fliers 
were placed on the university campus and in area daycares and pre-schools 
(Appendix A). Participants who had previously participated in parenting research 
and indicated, in writing, a willingness to participate in future research 
opportunities were contacted. A number of participants were contacted using 
publicly available birth and phone records, and the remaining mothers were referred 
directly by previous participants. Mothers were compensated for their participation 
with entry into a raffle in which three randomly selected participants were given 
$ 100.




Each mother was asked to complete a brief demographics questionnaire 
(Appendix B). On the questionnaire, mothers were also asked to list the ages and 
genders of all children in their family. After listing information about their 
children, mothers were asked to circle the child they were going to be thinking 
about when answering questions for this study.
Parent-child Conflicts Task
The Parent-child Conflicts Task (PCT; Appendix C) is a 60-item computer- 
based task designed to determine variations in mothers’ use of discipline 
techniques. At the start of the PCT, mothers are presented on-screen instructions 
and a sample item to ensure they understand how to complete the task. Mothers are 
then presented 60 randomized vignettes describing a variety of parent-child conflict 
scenarios. After each vignette the participants are instructed to respond as if the 
vignette described their 4-to 5-year-old child. Vignettes are displayed on-screen in
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text format with an accompanying audio track. The text for each vignette remains 
on-screen as long as it takes to present the material orally, which is approximately 
30-45 seconds.
At the end of the audio track, the vignette text is replaced on-screen by a 
question and two behavioral responses customized for each vignette. Mothers are 
shown the question “Are you more likely to . . . A) an example o f a parent- 
centered behavior. . .  o r . . .  B) an example o f a child-centered behavior? ” along 
with an 8-point response scale (1 = always choose A, 2= likely choose A, 3 = 
somewhat more likely A, 4= barely more likely A, 6= barely more likely B, 7 = 
somewhat more likely B, 8 = likely choose B, or 9 = always choose B). Mothers 
press the number on the keyboard which indicates both preference for a behavior 
and strength of that preference over the other behavioral choice. The parent- 
centered choice is listed first in half of the vignettes, and the child-centered choice 
is listed first in the other half. In the final analyses, the data were recoded so that 
lower numbers were always indicative of parent-centered responses.
Developing the PCT: Vignette Content. A series of short vignettes were 
written by the author reflecting day-to-day parent-child interactions in which there 
was some inherent conflict between the parent’s goal and the child’s goal in the 
situation. Input and feedback were informally sought from both psychologist and 
non-psychologist parents to help ensure that each vignette would feel relevant to the 
average parent. The vignettes described a variety of parent-child conflict scenarios
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including, but not limited to, when children were fussy about meals, hesitant to get 
dressed, and whining about food, toys, or responsibilities. The conflicts occurred 
across several different nominal situations including school, home, and public 
places.
Developing the PCT: Feature-Ratings. To test Dix’s goal-regulation model, 
the dimensions that Dix identified as contributing to parents’ discipline decisions 
needed to be reliably measured within each vignette. The dimensions or features 
identified by Dix that were written into the vignettes were (a) parental negative 
affect/stress, (b) level of child control over his/her behavior, and (c) the degree to 
which mothers felt evaluated by others. Our goal was to have varying degrees of 
the three aforementioned features dispersed throughout the scenarios. Initially, 
feature-rating distributions were assessed using data gathered from students 
enrolled in the general psychology class at Northern Illinois University (N  = 63). 
Using undergraduate student ratings helped determine that there were both high and 
low levels of all three feature-rating dimensions across the 60 vignettes.
To establish the feature-ratings used in the final analyses, a second set of 
mothers (n = 11) was recruited. Each participant was paid $10 to complete a 
modified version of the PCT. Mothers were recruited with methods similar to those 
used in the main study and had children in the 4- to 6-year-old age range. No 
demographic information was collected for these participants. Mothers were
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presented, in random order, the 60 vignettes of the PCT with text and audio, but 
were given a different set of questions following each vignette.
Instead of being asked to select a behavioral response, mothers were asked 
to rate each vignette on three dimensions using a 9-point ordered category scale.
The first question asked mothers to rate the level of stress or negative affect the 
average parent might be experiencing in the vignette (1 = none to 9 = extremely 
high level), the second question asked how much factors outside the control of the 
child contributed to his/her behavior in the scenario (1 = not at all contribute to 9 = 
completely contribute), and the third question asked how evaluated by others the 
average parent might feel in that situation (1 = not at all evaluated to 9 = extremely 
evaluated). The exact instructions and rating questions can be found in Appendix 
D. Mothers pressed the corresponding number on the computer keyboard to 
indicate their answers. The mean rating for each feature listed by vignette are 
presented in Appendix E.
Cronbach’s alpha was used to evaluate interrater reliability. The alpha was 
.83 for affect ratings; .78 for child control ratings; and .89 for evaluation ratings. 
Responses to the child control question were recoded so that high scores reflected a 
high degree of child control. Similarly, high scores on the affect ratings reflected 
high levels of affect and high scores on the evaluation ratings reflected high levels 
of evaluation by others. Descriptive statistics for the feature-ratings are presented 
in Table 1.
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Table 1
Descriptive Statistics for Feature-Rating Data
Mean SD Range
Affect 5.87 1.09 3.27-7.73
Control 5.14 1.28 2.27-7.27
Evaluation 5.21 1.69 2.27-7.82
Developing the PCT: Goal-Centered Responses Pilot Study. In order for the 
PCT to determine mother’s patterns of goal selection, each vignette needed to have 
behavioral choices that reflected the two major goal types proposed by Dix (1992). 
A pilot test was conducted to identify the parent behavioral responses that were the 
most child-centered and the responses that were the most parent-centered for each 
vignette. Often parents enter situations with multiple goals. By creating a forced 
choice using behaviors highly associated with a specific goal choice, we forced 
mothers, in essence, to tell us which type of goal takes precedence for them in a 
given situation.
Participants in the pilot study were students enrolled in the general 
psychology class at Northern Illinois University (N= 217) who were recruited using 
sign-up sheets placed in the hallway of the psychology building. Students 
participated in small groups that ranged from 2-20 and were awarded points in their
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introduction to psychology classes for their participation. Participation in this pilot 
study took approximately 50 minutes. The data gathered from this study were 
anonymous.
Study participants were presented with an instruction sheet and a 
questionnaire packet. Each group of students was given one of two different 
instruction sheets, either Form A (Appendix F) or Form B (Appendix G). After the 
instructions were read aloud, the experimenter guided participants through an 
example provided on the instruction sheet. Students then worked independently on 
completing the questionnaire. Questionnaire packets contained the texts of 30 
vignettes. Each vignette was followed by 5-8 possible parenting responses which 
had been generated by a small group of graduate students, many of whom were 
parents.
Students given Form A were instructed to “Rate, from 0-8, the likelihood 
that a parent would respond with each behavior based on his/her goal for that 
situation. ” Participants then indicated on a 9-point ordered category scale how 
likely each parenting response would be given the parent’s goal for the interaction 
(i0 = Not at all likely to 8 = Extremely likely). Students given Form B were 
instructed to “Rate, from 0-8, the degree to which each parent behavior reflects 
certain parental goals. ” Participants then indicated on a 9-point ordered category 
scale the degree to which each behavior reflected both child- and parent-centered 
goals (0 = Not at all to 8 = A high degree). Examples of parent- and child-centered 
goals were provided on the instruction sheet for reference.
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Of the 217 students who participated, 59 evaluated parent responses for 
vignettes 1-30 (Form A, n = 35; Form B, n = 24), 60 evaluated parent responses for 
vignettes 31-60 (Form A,n  = 35; Form B, n = 24), and 62 evaluated revisions of 
parent responses for 4 vignettes that failed initially to meet selection criteria for 
either a parent- or child-centered prototype behavior (Form A,n  = 32; Form B, n = 
30). Several participants’ responses were not used in the analysis (n = 36) because 
they did not follow the directions for completing the form (e.g., used numbers not 
included in the response scale, only completed half the items).
The above design allowed for a direct comparison of the extent to which a 
behavioral response was more child-centered, more parent-centered, equally parent- 
and child-centered, or neither. The goal was to identify prototype parent responses 
that were simultaneously high on one goal-type and low on the other. Several 
statistical benchmarks were used to select one parent-centered and one child- 
centered response for each vignette.
First, degree and likelihood ratings were averaged to create one parent- and 
one child-centered mean score for each behavior. Next, behaviors with a mean 
score greater than 5 (maximum = 8) on one goal type and less than 5 on the other 
goal type were identified. Behaviors thus identified were then tested to see if the 
difference in means between goal ratings was significant. Significance of mean 
differences was evaluated using paired sample /-tests. In the cases where multiple 
behaviors met the above criteria, behaviors that had the largest difference in means 
were selected. When multiple behaviors had similar mean differences, preference 
was given to behaviors with lower standard deviations.
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Brief Follow-up Questionnaire
A brief, 3-question follow-up questionnaire was given to each mother after 
the second administration of the PCT to help assess whether the vignettes in the 
PCT were relevant to their parenting challenges and their child’s actual behaviors. 
In addition, the follow-up questionnaire surveyed the factors which mothers 
identified as affecting their decision-making. At the end of the second session, 
mothers were asked to type answers to three questions directly into the computer: 
(a) What percentage o f  these situations have occurred or might occur with your 
child?, (b) The instructions asked you to consider that it was your child in each o f  
these stories. I f  I  told you that these were real stories about a number o f  different 
real children, how old would expect these children to be?, and (c) Please list as 
many things that you can think o f (e.g., things that occurred within the stories, 
personal experiences, etc.) that influenced how you responded to each o f  these 
stories: (short words or phrases are fine).
Procedure
Mothers who agreed to participate were scheduled for two research sessions. 
During the first session, mothers were asked to read and sign the consent form
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
40
(Appendix H), complete the demographics questionnaire, and complete the Parent- 
child Conflicts Task (PCT) presented to them via computer. Mothers were re­
administered the PCT during their second research session. The length of time 
between research sessions ranged from 5 to 28 days with a mean of 8.2 days (SD = 
3.6). At the end of their time 2 participation, mothers were asked to complete the 
brief, 3-question follow-up questionnaire.
Data collection was conducted at university research labs, participants’ 
homes, or a public location of the mother’s choosing (e.g., public library). Mothers 
were given their preference of locations in order to maximize participation. Of the 
120 data collections (2 per mother) used in the final analyses, 30 were conducted at 
the university, 55 were conducted in participants’ homes, and 35 were conducted at 
public libraries or coffee houses.
There were minor variations in administrations across the locations. 
Participants who completed the study at the research lab were administered the PCT 
in small, one-person rooms in which the audio portion of the task was played over 
computer speakers. In-home participants completed the PCT on a laptop with the 
audio portion presented via head phones. Frequently, in-home participants chose 
this location because of child-care constraints. Mothers variously had children play 
alone in a separate room, enlisted the aid of other mothers to coordinate in-home 
child care, or requested that the experimenter contribute to the child care effort.
Participants who requested a public location most frequently requested 
using the nearest public library. Similar to the in-home participants, mothers were 
asked to complete the PCT via laptop computer with audio presented via
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headphones. On a few occasions, mothers brought children with them to the public 
library administration. Children spent time looking for books to check out, and/or 
mothers requested that the experimenter aid in monitoring children.




To test the hypothesis that mothers’ behavioral signatures were both stable 
and unique, we followed the guidelines provided in Shoda and LeeTieman (2002). 
Mother’s responses were re-coded so that numbers 1-4 reflected a preference for 
parent-centered responses and numbers 6-9 reflected preference for child-centered 
responses. The response scale did not allow for a score of 5. A complete list of 
means and standard deviations for mothers’ responses to each vignette can be found 
in Appendix I. The within-subject correlations of raw score responses at time 1 and 
time 2 ranged from .22 to .84 with a mean of .63 (SD = .15). Mother’s correlations 
between time 1 and time 2 responses fell in the following ranges: .2-.52 (n = 15), 
.53-.66 (n = 15), .67-.71 (n = 15), .72 and greater (n = 15). The extent to which 
mothers’ goal selections changed across time was also calculated. Mothers selected
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the same goal-centered behavior across trials, on average, in 82.7% of vignettes 
(range 60-100%, SD = 9%).
Unique behavioral signatures were calculated to evaluate how much of the 
stability of mothers’ responses was due to factors unique to each mother, and not 
the tendency for mothers, as a group, to respond in the same way to a similar 
situation. Two unique behavioral signatures were derived for each mother, one for 
each administration of the PCT. Unique behavioral signatures were calculated by 
subtracting the mean response to each vignette from the individual’s response to 
each vignette. Examples of mothers’ unique behavioral signatures can be found in 
Figure 1. The stability of unique profiles was examined by computing the Pearson 
product-moment correlations between mother’s unique responses at time 1 and their 
unique responses at time 2. The mean correlation of mother’s unique behavioral 
signatures was .49 (SD = .16, range .10-.77). Only three mothers had correlations 
between their time 1 and time 2 unique responses that failed to reach statistical 
significance.
Hypothesis 2
The second hypothesis of this study was that mothers’ pattern of responses could be 
used, in conjunction with the feature-rating data, to predict how they would respond 
in novel situations. Instead of using novel data, existing data were split; half the
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Figure 1. Unique behavioral signatures for participants 172, 102, 121, 146. The x 
axis represents the vignette number and the y axis represents the deviation of the 
participant’s response from the mean response to the vignette. Negative numbers 
represent responses that were more parent-centered than the average.
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data was used to generate predictions while the other half was used to test the 
accuracy of those predictions. Prediction equations were generated using beta 
weights obtained through regression analysis, and accuracy of predictions was 
tested by examining the correlation between predicted responses and mothers’ 
actual responses.
Before calculating prediction equations, the 60 vignettes from the PCT were 
divided into two sets of 30. Scenarios were divided using feature-rating data to 
create two sets of vignettes that were similar in the distribution of levels of affect, 
child control, and evaluation by others. Each vignette was categorized as high or 
low on each of the features (i.e., parental negative affect, child control, and degree 
of evaluation) based on whether the feature-rating for the vignette fell above or 
below the mean for that feature. Vignettes were then placed into groups based on 
their combination of high and low scores across the three features. For example, all 
the vignettes that were above the mean on all three features were placed in one 
group; similarly, all of the vignettes that were above the mean on affect and control, 
but below the mean on evaluation, were placed in another group. Vignettes were 
then assigned either to the regression condition (used to generate prediction 
equations) or the prediction condition (used to test the accuracy of predictions) in 
alternating order.
To obtain b weights, an individual’s mean responses across both trials to the 
vignettes were regressed on the feature-ratings and the 2-way interactions of the 
feature-ratings (i.e., affect x control, affect x evaluation, control x evaluation). 
Feature-rating interaction values were created by calculating the product of the
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standardized feature-ratings. The within-person analyses were conducted on the 30 
vignettes assigned to the regression condition. The regression analysis allowed for 
the identification of a set of b weights unique to each participant’s pattern of 
responses.
The constants and unstandardized b weights derived from the regression 
analyses were used to generate a prediction equation for each participant. The 
prediction equation took the form predicted response = constant + (weight 
affect*feature-rating affect) + (weight control*feature-rating control) + (weight 
evaluation*feature-rating evaluation) + (weight affect_x_control*feature-rating 
affect_x control) + (weight affect_x_evaluation*feature-rating 
affect_x evaluation) + (weight control_x_evaluation*feature-rating 
control_x evaluation).
For example, the prediction equation for participant 168 was 9.40 + (-1.78 * 
feature-rating affect) + (.07 * feature-rating control) + (1.24 * feature-rating 
evaluation) + (.46 * affectxcontrol) + (.25 * affectxevaluation) + (.39 * 
control x evaluation). To calculate participant 168’s predicted responses, the 
corresponding feature-ratings for each of the vignettes assigned to the prediction 
condition were entered into the equation.
The resulting 30 predicted responses for each participant were correlated 
with their actual responses to the vignettes assigned to the prediction condition.
The mean correlation of predicted responses with mothers’ actual responses was .10 
(SD = .22). Significant correlations between predicted and actual responses were
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found for six participants. The distribution of prediction correlations can be found 
in Figure 2.
Std. Dev * .21 
Mean = .10 
N = 60.00
-.44 -.31 -.19 -.06 .06 .19 .31 .44
-.38 -.25 -.13 0.00 .13 .25 .38
A , C , E , a n d  I n t e r a c t i o n s  P r e d i c t i o n  C o r r e l a t i o n s
Figure 2. Correlations between participants’ predicted and actual responses when 
prediction values were generated using affect, control and evaluation ratings, and 
all 2-way interactions.
A one-sample /-test was conducted to examine whether the prediction 
correlations, as a group, differed significantly from zero. Before conducting the /- 
test, each prediction correlation was converted using Fisher’s transformation. The 
mean of the transformed prediction correlations (JIT =.10, SD = .21) was then 
compared to zero using a one-sample /-test. The difference between the mean of 
the transformed prediction correlations and zero was significant, /(59) = 3.69, p  <
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.001. Several supplementary analyses, which were not a part of our original set of 
planned hypotheses, were conducted to help interpret these findings.
Supplementary Analysis A
A second set of prediction equations was generated in a similar manner as 
described under Hypothesis 2. In this set, however, we excluded the 2-way 
interaction terms from the regression analysis to reduce the number of total 
predictors in the regression analyses and increase the stability of the remaining 
predictors. The mean correlation between mothers’ predicted responses and 
mothers’ actual responses using this modification was .16 (SD = .24). Significant 
correlations between predicted and actual responses were found for twelve 
participants. The distribution of prediction correlations for this analysis can be 
found in Figure 3.
A one-sample /-test was conducted to examine whether the prediction 
correlations, as a group, differed significantly from zero. Before conducting the /- 
test, each prediction correlation was converted using Fisher’s transformation. The 
mean of the transformed prediction correlations (M  =. 17, SD = .26) was then 
compared to zero using a one-sample /-test. The difference between the mean of 
the transformed prediction correlations and zero was significant, /(59) = 5.06,/? < 
.001. In addition, a paired-samples /-test between the mean of the transformed
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Figure 3. Correlations between participants’ predicted and actual responses when 
prediction values were generated using affect, control, and evaluation ratings.
correlations from the proposed analysis (M = .10) and transformed correlations 
from this modification (M= .17), /(59) = 3.20, p  < .001, indicated a significant 
increase in accuracy of the predictions.
We next examined significance values to determine the relative influence 
each feature was having on the prediction equations. We examined influence by 
tabulating the total number of times that each feature received a significance value 
of .10 or lower in the supplementary prediction regressions (i.e., affect, control, and 
evaluation only). The number of times each fell a t . 10 or below was as follows: 
affect (n = 16), control (n = 2), evaluation (n = 11). We concluded that control 
ratings were not adding significantly to the prediction equations, and could be 
dropped from the analysis.
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Supplementary Analysis B
Because the control features of the vignettes did not appear to be influencing 
mothers’ choice of disciplinary strategies, we trimmed the equation and removed 
the control variable. The final set of prediction equations was generated in the 
same fashion as the previous two sets; however, in this set, only affect and 
evaluation ratings were used in the regression analyses. The mean correlation of 
predicted responses to mother’s actual responses using this final modification was 
.19 (SD = .24). Significant correlations between predicted and actual responses 
were found for seventeen participants. The distribution of prediction correlations 
for this analysis can be found in Figure 4.
A one-sample f-test was conducted to examine whether the prediction 
correlations, as a group, differed significantly from zero. Before conducting the t- 
test, each prediction correlation was converted using Fisher’s transformation. The 
mean of the transformed prediction correlations (M=.20, SD = .26) was then 
compared to zero using a one-sample f-test. The difference between the mean of 
the transformed prediction correlations and zero was significant, t(59) = 5.96,/? < 
.001. In addition, a paired-samples Mest between the mean of the transformed 
correlations from supplementary analysis A (M= .17) and the transformed 
correlations from this modification (M  = .20) indicate a significant increase in 
accuracy of the predictions, t(59) = -2.01,/? < .04.
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Figure 4. Correlations between participants’ predicted and actual responses when 
prediction values were generated using affect and evaluation ratings.
We proposed to compare the predictive utility of each person’s unique 
weight set with the predictive utility of the average weight set. According to Shoda 
and LeeTieman, this is “similar to asking how much the average or typical feature 
weightings can predict any one person’s responses” (p. 262). To examine the 
contribution of unique feature weights, Shoda and LeeTieman (2002) compared 
each person’s actual responses with every other person’s predicted response using 
Pearson correlations.
Hypothesis 3
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In order to estimate the unique contribution that mothers’ individual weight 
sets were providing, we examined the predictive utility of the average weight set. 
Unique weight sets were compared to the average weight set for the prediction 
analyses conducted in supplementary analysis B. From this analysis, the mean 
correlation between predicted and actual responses was .19 (w = 60, SD = .24).
Each individual’s actual responses were correlated with the predicted 
responses of the 59 other mothers. The mean correlation for the set of comparisons 
was .17 (n = 60, SD = .12). Unique weight sets predicted better than the average 
weight set for 37 participants. The average weight set predicted better than the 
individual weight set for 23 mothers. The mean prediction correlation using the 
individual weight sets and the mean prediction correlation using the average weight 
set were compared using a paired-samples t-test, t(59) = .73 p < .47, which 
indicated that the means did not differ.
Supplementary Analysis C
Because of the large number of participants whose responses could not be 
predicted in supplementary analysis B, a modified form of Hypothesis 3 was also 
conducted. We compared the unique contribution that mothers’ individual weight 
sets were providing to the predictive utility of the average weight set for a select 
subset of participants. Only participants with significant prediction correlations
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obtained using the weight sets from the affect and evaluation regressions were 
selected (n = 17). For this subset, the mean correlation between predicted and 
actual responses was .46 (SD = .06).
Each individual’s actual responses were correlated with the predicted 
responses of the 17 mothers in the selected subset. The mean correlation for the set 
of comparisons was .43 (SD = .07). Unique weight sets predicted better than the 
average weight set for 12 participants. The average weight set predicted better than 
the individual weight set for 5 mothers. Although the mean prediction using the 
individual weight sets was greater than the mean prediction using the average 
weight set, a paired-samples t-test indicated that this difference was not significant 
t(16) = 2.02,/? < .06.
Parent-Generated Feature-Ratings
In addition to testing the three main hypotheses, comparisons of the 
predictive utility of the features generated by the mothers to the predictive utility of 
the features identified using goal-regulation theory were proposed. A content 
analysis of mothers’ free responses to the follow-up question at time 2, “Please list 
as many things that you can think of that influenced how you responded to each of 
these stories,” was conducted. Although useful information was obtained from the
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evaluation of mother-generated features, the data were not sufficient to allow 
parallel analyses to be performed.
Follow-up question 1 asked mothers to indicate what percentage of the 
stories in the PCT have occurred or might occur with their child. The mean 
percentage of stories that applied or might apply to the children, based on mothers’ 
reports, was 75% (SD = 20.72, range = 20% to 100%). Follow-up question 2 asked 
mothers to provide an estimated age range of the children depicted in the stories, if 
the stories they had read had been about real children in real situations. Mothers 
indicated a mean lower age boundary of 3.56 years (SD = .83) and a mean upper 
age boundary of 5.78 years (SD = 1.40).
Supplementary Analysis D
The third follow-up question asked mothers to generate as many factors as 
they could that affected how they responded to the PCT. Several steps were taken 
by the author to informally evaluate parent-generated features. First the content of 
mothers’ responses was separated into short words or phrases that contained a 
single main thought or idea. Next, a group of categories was generated that seemed 
to best capture the elements generated by mothers. Finally, similar elements were 
grouped together, and categories were redefined until a final set of 15 categories 
had been generated. Mothers identified two categories (i.e., features) that allowed
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
55
for further analysis, “child’s emotion” and “child’s behavior.” Due to limitations of 
the data discussed below, prediction equations were not generated using parent- 
identified features.
Mothers generated a total of 374 responses when asked to identify factors 
that affected their choices on the PCT (mean of 6.5 per mother). Of the 374 
responses generated, 326 (average of 5.5 per mother) were coded into one of 15 
categories. The remaining 48 responses were either too broad (e.g., “what was 
happening in the story”) or too vague (e.g., “focus on cpu”) to be categorized. A 
complete list of mother-generated categories can be found in Table 2.
Many of the mother-generated categories did not represent features 
contained within the PCT vignettes, and included stable internal characteristics 
(personal experiences, child’s traits, goal/rule preference), parent-child interaction 
history (prior experience with situation), commentary on the PCT response choices 
(difficult/inadequate responses), and references to how mothers wanted to respond 
(social desirability). Other children present, nominal situation, and number of 
reminders were not evaluated further as they were endorsed by a small percentage 
of mothers. Safety, while endorsed by many mothers {n = 18), was only evident in 
4 vignettes. The remaining categories, child behavior and child emotion, were 
selected for further evaluation.
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Table 2
Feature Categories Generated by Mothers
Category Name Number of Mothers Who Total Times Reported 
Reported the Category
Affect 38 59
Prior Experience with Situation 25 35
Control 23 30
Child’s Emotion 21 24
Safety 18 20
Evaluation 15 25
Difficult/Inadequate Responses 15 16
Personal Experiences 14 26
Goal/Rule Preference 14 21
Child’s Behavior 14 21
Child’s Traits 12 14
Number of Reminders 8 8
Nominal Situation 7 7
Other Children Present 7 7
Social Desirability 6 6
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Child Behavior
A number of mothers indicated that the child’s behavior in the vignette 
affected their response choice (e.g., “disobedience concerns me more than 
curiosity”, “seriousness of the child’s behavior”). An attempt was made to 
systematically evaluate and code children’s behaviors in the PCT vignettes using 
the three transgression types defined by Hoffman: moral, personal, and 
conventional (1970,1973). Moral transgressions are those that have negative 
consequences for another person or an animal. Personal transgressions are those 
that directly impact the agent of the action, in this case the child in the vignette. 
Conventional transgressions are those that violate societal rules and norms.
PCT vignettes were informally coded by the author for type of child 
transgression. Among the 60 vignettes, 34 were categorized as conventional 
transgressions, 9 as moral transgressions, and 4 as personal transgressions. The 
remaining 13 vignettes did not have an identifiable transgression, and mainly 
consisted of instances where children were genuinely distressed (n=  12; e.g., child 
was ill, child complaining about hunger). Given the low number of moral and 
personal transgressions, as well as the high number of vignettes without a definable 
transgression, no further analyses were conducted on child behavior type.
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Child’s Emotion
Many mothers identified the child’s emotional state as affecting their 
response choices to the PCT (e.g., “if the child was scared”, “on what the child 
might be feeling”). Child’s emotion was informally rated by the author in each 
vignette using three separate scales: one for child anger/defiance, one for child 
fear/anxiety, and one for child exuberance. Each vignette was rated on each 
emotion using a 5-point ordered category scale (1 = no evidence o f emotion to 5 = 
strong evidence o f emotion). Means, standard deviations, and number of vignettes 
in which each emotion was present were as follows: for anger/defiance M =  2.65, 
SD = 1.7, and n = 48; for fear/anxiety M=  1.57, SD = 1.1, and n = 18; and for 
exuberance M  = 2.2, SD = 1.38 and n = 31.
A series of hierarchical regressions was conducted to assess whether child’s 
emotions influenced mothers’ responses. First, each mother’s mean responses 
(across time 1 and time 2) were regressed on all three emotion scales using the 
complete set of vignettes. The number of mothers with significance values of .10 or 
lower for each scale were as follows: n = 10 for anger/oppositional emotions; n =
18 for scared/anxious emotions; and n = 12 for energetic/joyful emotions.
A second set of hierarchical regressions was conducted in which affect and 
evaluation were included with the three emotion ratings. For this analysis, the 
number of mothers with significance values o f . 10 or lower for each scale were as 
follows: anger/defiance, n = 12; fear/anxiety, n=  13; exuberance, n=  11; affect, n =
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35; and evaluation, n = 38. Given the small number of mothers whose responses 
were predicted beyond chance levels by child emotion and the limited number of 
vignettes available to test the impact of child emotion, no further analyses were 
conducted.
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DISCUSSION
The purpose of this study was to examine situational variation in mothers’ 
responses to disruptive child behaviors using a CAPS framework. The CAPS 
framework was chosen for its ability to capture the i f  ..  . then relationships in 
parent decision-making by identifying the ideographic factors that contribute to the 
unique stability of parenting behavior. Employing a repeated simulated-situations 
paradigm (i.e., the PCT) allowed for the examination of ideographic parenting 
behavior across both time and situation. The current study attempted to use the 
ideographic information obtained from each mother’s responses to half of the PCT 
vignettes to predict her responses to the remaining vignettes.
The vignettes in the PCT were designed to vary systematically across a set 
of features thought to influence mothers’ decisions about parenting behaviors. We 
did not attempt to address nominal factors that affect parenting, but rather sought to 
identify the psychologically salient features that each situation presented. Goal-
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regulation theory was used as a guide when designing the PCT. The underlying 
goals that guide parent behavior as well as the features theorized to be the most 
salient to parents during conflictual parent-child interactions were incorporated into 
the measure (Dix, 1992). In addition to testing features identified theoretically, 
features identified by mothers when asked directly about what influenced their 
decision-making were evaluated in exploratory analyses.
Mothers’ unique patterns of responses to parenting situations were expected 
to be stable over time. The ideographic influences of parental negative affect/stress, 
child’s control over his/her behavior, and the evaluative presence of other people 
were predicted to contribute to unique stability, and were used to predict mother’s 
decision-making. Because the results were weak, a series of follow-up analyses 
was conducted to help clarify the findings.
In order to evaluate decision-making, mothers were forced to select between 
parenting responses that emphasized activities like completion of chores, interacting 
with friends, and getting to places on time (i.e. parent-centered) and responses that 
reflected their desire to teach, comfort, or nurture their children (i.e., child- 
centered). When mean responses to the PCT vignettes were examined across 
participants, 60% of vignettes had means clearly within the child-centered response 
range. The preference for child-centered responses was not surprising, as parent- 
centered responses often appear more authoritarian, strict, and less empathic than 
child-centered responses. In addition, because mothers responded to abstract 
situations presented in a controlled setting, they were not as likely to be as
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affectively aroused as they might have been if they were actually experiencing the 
situation presented.
As expected, mothers’ unique patterns of responses (i.e., behavioral 
signatures) were found to be moderately stable over time. The degree of unique 
stability of parenting behavior was commensurate with the unique stability found 
for other, non-parenting, behaviors (e.g., Shoda & LeeTieman, 2002). The unique 
behavioral signatures represent each participant’s deviation from the mean response 
for the vignette across participants. Thus, the stability of the unique responses 
reflects individual differences in decision-making after controlling for the typical 
response.
The data suggest mothers were consistent across time in their responses to 
specific situations, and support the presence of individual response patterns. 
Mathematically, the computation of meaningful unique behavioral signatures 
requires a distribution of responses across individuals for each vignette, and 
reasonable distributions (i.e., had SD greater than 1.50) were found for 82 percent 
of the vignettes. Because the sample for this study was homogeneous across many 
factors, being largely affluent, married, and Caucasian, it was possible behavioral 
variability would be reduced. Greater variability might be achieved by using a 
more heterogeneous sample.
Having established that stable and unique behavioral signatures could be 
derived from the mothers’ responses, the relevant psychologically salient features 
(i.e., feature-ratings) were used to predict behavioral responses to unique situations. 
The main hypothesis of this study was that maternal affect/stress, level of child
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control, degree of feeling evaluated by others, and the interactions of theses features 
would predict mothers’ responding. To test this hypothesis, b weights from one 
half of the vignettes were used to predict responses to the other half of the vignettes. 
The predicted responses for the second set of vignettes were then correlated with 
the actual responses. The hypothesis received weak support, as the mean 
correlation between predicted and actual responses for the sample was low, but 
significantly different from zero. Correlations reached statistical significance for 
only six participants.
To help understand the weak prediction of individuals’ responses to novel 
situations, the relative contributions of each of the features was examined using the 
entire set of vignettes. The affect/stress feature predicted mothers’ responses to the 
vignettes for 58.3 percent of the sample. Even when affect/stress was not a 
significant predictor, the sign of the b weight was positive for all participants, 
suggesting mothers’ responses shifted to some degree toward parent-centered 
responding in response to maternal affect/stress.
The evaluation feature also predicted mothers’ responses. When the 
possibility of evaluation was higher, most mothers’ responses shifted in some 
degree toward child-centered behaviors. For 63.3 percent of mothers, this shift was 
significant. There was a small subset of mothers (n = 10) whose behavioral choices 
shifted toward parent-centered choices in response to being evaluated.
Contrary to the hypothesized relationship between children’s behavioral 
control/intent and parent-centered responses, the child control/intent feature did not 
predict parenting choices. Only two mothers’ responses were significantly
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
64
predicted by the control feature, and mothers’ responses as a group did not move 
uniformly in one direction or another based on child control. Possible reasons for 
the lack of effects for the control feature will be presented later in the discussion.
Significant improvement in the prediction rate was achieved by reducing the 
total number of predictors and eliminating the child control variable, as it did not 
contribute to the prediction of mothers’ responses. When Hypothesis 2 was tested 
with equations in which only maternal affect and degree of evaluation were 
included as predictors, significant positive associations were found for 28.3 percent 
of the sample. These results indicate that the psychologically salient features of the 
situations included in our model predicted decision-making for a subset of mothers.
Using only the subset of mothers whose behavioral selections could be 
significantly predicted, we compared the unique contributions of affect and 
evaluation to the average contribution of affect and evaluation to mothers’ 
responses within this subset. Unique responses to affect and evaluation were found 
to contribute very little to unique responding. When mothers were influenced by 
affect and evaluation, they were influenced in a uniform manner.
In sum, while we were able to identify features that affected some mothers’ 
response choices, we did not successfully identify any contributors to unique 
responding. Although there was mixed support for the CAPS model, the findings 
do have implications for the goal-regulation theory. First, the results suggest that 
affect and evaluation influence the choice of parenting goals for some mothers, 
supporting the importance of these variables in parental decision-making. Second, 
the results caution against the application of findings from group designs to
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individuals. Between-subjects designs evaluate the relationship between variables 
across individuals, but do not speak to the relationship of variables within 
individuals. Nomothetic designs provide general laws which may not, and probably 
do not, apply to all individuals. Our data suggest the relationships between affect 
and parenting and evaluation and parenting are stronger for some mothers than 
others and the influences of affect and evaluation on selection of parenting goals 
may vary as a function of the individual parent.
From the perspective of the CAPS model, the challenge remains to identify 
factors that influence parenting in other mothers. Two additional features that 
showed potential as contributors to unique parenting responses were identified by 
participants in the study. Many mothers (23.3%) reported that the child’s behavior 
or the child’s emotional state (35% of mothers) in the story was an important 
contributor to their response choice. An attempt was made to re-evaluate vignette 
content in order to examine the influence these features might have on mothers’ 
decision-making. Supplementary analyses of the data suggest at least one of these 
features may be an important determinant of parenting for some mothers.
Three categories of child emotion were identified in the PCT: 
anger/defiance, fear/anxiety, and child exuberance. Anger/defiance fear/anxiety 
and child exuberance were each found to influence a small number of mothers. 
Several factors made further analyses on child emotion difficult. Nonetheless, 
children’s emotions appear to be promising features of parent-child interactions that 
may influence parenting choices.
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Child behavior in the PCT vignettes was examined using the three child 
transgression types outlined by Hoffman: moral, personal, and conventional (1970, 
1975). When attempts were made to categorize child behavior, it became clear that 
there were two distinct groups of child behavior emerging in the PCT. A majority 
of the vignettes (78.3%) contained behaviors that could be categorized as moral, 
personal, or conventional transgressions. Over one-fifth of the vignettes (21.7%), 
however, contained disruptive child behavior in the form of genuine child distress, 
and could not be coded into any of the three transgression categories.
Variations in elements of the PCT vignettes themselves, then, may have 
contributed to the difficulty in identifying features that predicted mothers’ 
responses. In an effort to make the vignettes variable and realistic, numerous child 
behaviors were depicted. As noted above, there were at least two distinct categories 
of child behavior: one in which there was an identifiable child transgression, and a 
second group in which children were expressing genuine distress in a disruptive 
manner. Moreover, each vignette presented a different version of the child behavior 
(e.g., whining, arguing, ignoring). It is likely that the inclusion of so many variants 
of child behaviors created variability across the vignettes that was not associated 
with the feature-ratings. An additional source of variation in mothers’ responses 
may have been generated by the wide variety of parent behavioral choices included 
in the PCT (e.g., explanation, support as child-centered responses, scolding, 
apologies to others as parent-centered responses). In contrast, other tests of the 
CAPS model using simulated situations have presented very similar stimuli (e.g.,
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asking for a dollar or to borrow class notes) with the same behavioral response 
(e.g., “How likely are you to give this person a dollar?”).
A revision of the PCT, in which the variability in children’s behavior and 
maternal responses is reduced, appears warranted. It would be interesting to see 
how mothers’ patterns of responses changed if child behaviors were all of one type 
or indeed identical. For example, a complete set of vignettes for the PCT, 
containing only one type of transgression (e.g., conventional transgressions) or only 
distress scenarios, could be created. At a more extreme level, the same child 
behavior could be presented repeatedly, varying child affect, maternal affect, and 
evaluation. This latter approach would make the procedure similar to earlier studies 
using the CAPS model. In addition, maternal responses could be made more 
uniform across the vignettes to reduce individual preferences for types of parenting 
behavior. Although analyses were limited by the uneven distribution of emotions in 
the PCT vignettes, child emotion did appear to affect mothers’ responding. Having 
a balanced number vignettes containing a broad range of intensity of child emotions 
would be an important factor to consider in future revisions of the PCT.
When trying to account for the mixed findings of this study, it is important 
to consider the possibility that some mothers simply did not identify with the 
relevant aspects of the PCT. The examination of responses to the follow-up 
questionnaire suggests that many mothers were at least able to identify with certain 
aspects of child behavior within the vignettes. When asked at follow-up, 93.3 
percent of mothers reported that they could imagine their child engaging in 50 
percent or more of the behaviors presented in the PCT. Mothers also indicated that
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they thought the children’s behaviors presented in the vignettes were appropriate 
representations of children in their child’s age range. We had no way of knowing, 
however, the extent to which mothers were identifying with the degree of maternal 
affect/stress or the feeling of being evaluated by others contained within the 
vignettes. We can not definitively state, then, whether the mothers whose responses 
were not affected by stress/affect or evaluation in this study simply are not as 
affected by these factors, or whether their reactions to them in the vignettes was not 
adequately simulated.
Across-time reliability may also have been an issue that affected our ability 
to accurately predict responses for some mothers. Because we used the mean of 
mothers’ time 1 - time 2 responses in the prediction equations, there may have been 
too much error variance created for mothers with low time 1 -  time 2 reliabilities.
It might be advantageous to consider the across-time reliabilities in future analyses.
With regard to the absence of effects for the child control feature, several 
explanations are worth considering. It could be that mothers do not take stock of 
children’s willful expressions of disobedience or the extent to which situational 
factors might mitigate child disruptive behavior. This appears unlikely to be the 
case, as references to child control, willfulness, and/or situational mitigation 
appeared in over 38 percent of mother’s follow-up responses. The number of 
mothers who self-reported that some aspect of child control affected their responses 
to the PCT was sufficient to rank it the third most mentioned feature, behind 
maternal affect and previous experience with similar situations.
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It seems more likely that attributions of child control are an internally stable 
characteristic of mothers, which reflect an attributional style, and are less state- or 
situation-dependent. Attributions about child control and intent may be a highly 
individualized process that is unique to each mother, and thus general ratings of the 
feature can not be applied to individuals. If that is the case, child control would be 
grouped with parenting experiences and personal rule preferences, as a variable 
something that can not be portrayed effectively in descriptions of the parent-child 
actions.
It is also possible that we did not adequately capture the essential aspects of 
the child control feature. Dix and Reinhold (1991) discuss the various ways in 
which mother’s attribution of child control can be influenced. Attributions of high 
child control are made in several instances: when children are thought to “intend 
and have control” over their behaviors, when they are thought to “have the 
competency to know better,” when “obedient behavior (is) easy rather than 
difficult,” and if children are deemed “responsible for the outcome of their 
behavior.” As described by Dix and Reinhold, parent attributions of child control 
appear to contain a number of distinct, but related, components.
It may be that when mothers were asked to make feature-ratings for child 
control in this study, the definition provided to them did not reflect all of the 
components that contribute to parents’ attributions. Our definition of control may 
have focused too narrowly on situational variables and not enough on 
developmental competence. In future studies, it maybe beneficial to recode the 
child control feature by proposing the question, “how responsible is the child for the
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outcome of his/her behavior?” By focusing on the attributional outcome of 
responsibility, we might better capture the full range of variables that impact 
parental attributions of child control.
This study represents an initial attempt to apply the CAPS model to 
parenting behavior with the purpose of better understanding situational variability 
in parenting. While the study provides some support for the model, particularly the 
stability of behavioral signatures, the major contribution of the study is its ability to 
inform future modifications of the simulated situation method as it applies to 
parenting. Overall, the findings suggest the stimulus materials may have been too 
complex and the selected features incorporated into the vignettes may not have 
captured several important influences on parenting behavior. The use of simpler 
stimulus materials, which varied less in terms of child behavior, and more uniform 
parenting responses may provide a better test of the model.
There are many reasons to support continued research on situational 
parenting using a CAPS framework. While it has yet to yield information on 
ideographic responding, the CAPS system and PCT show the ability to discern 
nomothetic responding for subgroups of mothers. It appears possible to identify 
subgroups of mothers who respond (vs. do not respond) to particular sets of 
psychologically salient features of parent-child interactions. For example, it may be 
that parents who are triggered by maternal affect/stress could be identified and 
provided with parenting interventions that specifically target this influence.
Using a simulated situations paradigm allows researchers and clinicians to 
capture aspects of parenting behavior that Eire otherwise difficult to obtain. For
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example, parents are unlikely to easily and quickly identify what they perceive as 
negative aspects of their own parenting. Previously, insight into individual parent- 
child dyads was achieved only through direct observation. Utilizing the PCT in 
research and clinical settings could provide a quick and reliable window into an 
individual’s parenting style that obviates the need for difficult and time consuming 
observation while decreasing the pressure on parents to report parenting in a 
socially desirable manner.
Holden and Miller (1999) present a valid argument for the continued 
examination of situational influence on parenting behavior. Given time and 
revision, it is likely that the CAPS framework will bring new and useful 
information into this discussion. Although this initial study did not demonstrate 
predictive patterns of ideographic responding for parenting behavior, this is not 
surprising given the complex nature of the behavior under study. Adoption of the 
suggested changes, and continued application of the CAPS model, may help create 
a better understanding of the situational variables that influence consistency and 
variability in parenting behavior.
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APPENDIX A 
RECRUITMENT FLIER




Volunteer for a 2-hour research study 
and be entered in a
$100 Drawing
We are giving away three $100 prizes to mothers of 
4-5 year-olds (children need not attend) who have time 
to answer questions, on a computer, about how they 
respond to challenging child behaviors. We are asking 
mothers to participate in two 1-hr sessions about 1-2 
weeks apart. Your odds of winning are about 1 in 20.
Dr. Lovejoy’s child development lab has been working 
in the community since 1993. Join hundreds of 
volunteers from the northern Illinois area who have 
donated time to aid in understanding parenting and 
child development.
We will be in your area soon. Call (815) 753-7074 and 
leave a message for Don Koelpin in mailbox #1 or 
email me at dkoelpin@niu.edu.
Conducted through Northern Illinois University’s Psychology Department
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FOR THIS STUDY, PLEASE ANSWER THE QUESTIONS AS THEY PERTAIN TO YOUR 4-5 YEAR OLD CHILD. 
The child I am answering questions about i s  years months old and is a  (boy or girl).
Your Age:_____
















Husband’s Education (If applicable; circle highest grade completed):





Your husband’s occupation (if applicable):_____________________________________
Please estimate your total yearly family income:_________________________________
Please list the following characteristics for each child that is currently living in your household. If  the child is not your 
biological child, please indicate his/her relationship to you.
Gender Age Relationship
Boy Girl ______  ___________________________
Boy Girl ______  ___________________________
Boy Girl ______  ___________________________
Boy Girl ______  ___________________________
Boy Girl ______  ___________________________
Boy Girl ______  ___________________________
Please circle the child who you will be thinking about when you answer the questions in this study.
Please indicate who currently has custody of the child circled above
1 I have sole custody
2 We have joint custody
3 other_________________________________
Please record the amount o f time the child circled above spends in the same home or apartment with you:
1 All the time
2 5 days/week
3 less then 5 days per week








Divorced (not remarried) 
Widowed (not remarried)
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APPENDIX C 
PARENT-CHILD CONFLICTS TASK




It’s your friend’s birthday, and you decide to celebrate at Applebee’s restaurant. Your child appears 
to be interacting quietly and appropriately with your friend’s daughter. You are generally excited to 
see your friend, as you two do not get to spend a lot of time together. As your friend is about to tell 
you about the new house she has bought, you notice the children getting louder and becoming more 
active. You remind your child about appropriate indoor behavior and his/her behaviors improve, but 
begin to get worse a minute later. You are having difficulty hearing your friend’s story.
Are you more likely to ........
(A) Provide your child with an alternate activity like a coloring book or a kid's menu
1 2  3 4
always choose (A) likely choose (A) somewhat more likely (A) barely more likely (A)
. . .  or . . .
(B) Teach your child what is appropriate behavior at a public restaurant
6 7 8 9
barely more likely (B) somewhat more likely (B) likely choose (B) always choose (B)
2
You leave work early to pick up your child from school for a doctors appointment. Your child is 
expecting to receive an immunization shot. When you arrive at school, your child slowly puts on 
his/her shoes and coat with a worried look. On the way to the appointment your child asks “Do we 
have to go see the doctor?” You tell your child that doctor visits are important. The waiting room is 
crowded with several families. When the nurse calls your child’s name, he/she holds onto you and 
says “Do I have to go?”
Are you more likely to ........
(A) Reassure your child that everything will be ok
1 2  3 4
always choose (A) likely choose (A) somewhat more likely (A) barely more likely (A)
. . .  or . . .
(B) Say 'If you go in now, we will get ice cream afterwards'
6 7 8 9
barely more likely (B) somewhat more likely (B) likely choose (B) always choose (B)
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After spending several minutes picking out your clothes for the workday, you make 
yourself some coffee and begin your child’s morning routine. You ask your child what 
he/she would like for breakfast today, and he/she says without looking at you “I don’t 
know.” You ask them if the cereal they had yesterday is ok, and he/she replies “fine.”
You use the last of the milk to prepare a bowl of cereal for your child. You get the 
morning paper and prepare something quick for you to eat. He/she does not eat what you 
have prepared, making a distressed face and saying “I’m not hungry.”
Are you more likely to ........
(A) Tell your child to eat that or they get nothing
1 2  3 4
always choose (A) likely choose (A) somewhat more likely (A) barely more likely (A)
. . .  or . . .
(B) Offer your child another food choice
6 7 8 9
barely more likely (B) somewhat more likely (B) likely choose (B) always choose (B)
4
You are at a crowded Wal-Mart with your child on Saturday afternoon, shopping for a 
dinner party you are hosting that evening. After 15 minutes of shopping, your child asks 
politely “Can we go to the toy aisle?”, you reply “No” thinking that you do not have 
enough time to shop, look at toys, and prepare your home for guests. A few minutes later, 
in the frozen food aisle, your child whines “I’m cold .. .1 want to go to the toy aisle... we 
never get to do what I want to do...” Your child continues to whine about the toys....
Are you more likely to ........
A) Explain to your child why you do not have time and agree to look at toys another time
1 2  3 4
always choose (A) likely choose (A) somewhat more likely (A) barely more likely (A)
. . .  or . . .
(B) Say 'If you stop talking about the toy aisle, I'll take you when I'm done shopping'
6 7 8 9
barely more likely (B) somewhat more likely (B) likely choose (B) always choose (B)
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You have spent a majority of your Saturday cleaning the house. As you near completion, 
you turn around and find that your dog has thrown-up all over the freshly cleaned carpet.
On your way into the kitchen to get cleaning supplies, you accidentally knock a glass off 
the counter, and it shatters on the floor. Seconds later, your child asks whether or not 
he/she can watch TV. Your child knows that he/she is not supposed to watch TV until 
their toys are picked-up, and his/her toys are scattered about the living room. You ask 
him/her to clean up his/her toys first, but he/she continues towards the TV anyway.
Are you more likely to ........
(A) Let your child watch TV while you pick up the broken glass
1 2  3 4
always choose (A) likely choose (A) somewhat more likely (A) barely more likely (A)
. . .  or . . .
(B) Review the rules about when it is ok or not ok to watch TV
6 7 8 9
barely more likely (B) somewhat more likely (B) likely choose (B) always choose (B)
6
You awaken to the sound of cartoons and realize that your alarm didn’t to go off today.
You see that you are 20 minutes late for work when you remember that you have a 
meeting with your boss first thing. Even though you and your child laid out his/her 
clothes for the day, your child is still in pjs watching TV. When told to get dressed, your 
child says, “Those clothes are itchy!”
Are you more likely to ........
(A) Go with your child to pick out a new outfit together
1 2  3 4
always choose (A) likely choose (A) somewhat more likely (A) barely more likely (A)
. . .  or . . .
(B) Say 'We don't have time to pick out another outfit, this is what you are wearing today'
6 7 8 9
barely more likely (B) somewhat more likely (B) likely choose (B) always choose (B)
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You have just finished watching your favorite evening television show, and realize that 
you were able to view the entire half-hour program without interruption. As the show 
ends, you remind your child that its bedtime. He/she puts on his/her pjs and asks 
whether or not you can play a game with them. You remind them that its time to brush 
their teeth. Your child whines, “But I think they are already clean ... look!” and opens 
up his/her mouth. You say again “Let’s go brush your teeth”, but your child is being 
very stubborn and does not want to go.
Are you more likely to ........
(A) Stare knowingly at your child and say 'Brush your teeth now!'
1 2  3 4
always choose (A) likely choose (A) somewhat more likely (A) barely more likely (A)
. . .  or . . .
(B) Say 'Remember what the dentist said, you have to brush your teeth or you'll get a cavity'
6 7 8 9
barely more likely (B) somewhat more likely (B) likely choose (B) always choose (B)
8
You and your significant other got into a fight about money tonight. He/she bought a 
new television set without consulting you, and it may put you over your budget for the 
month. While you agree to not continue discussing it, you do not feel like the issue 
has been completely resolved and you are looking forward to getting some rest.
Although your child turns out the lights when you say “lights out,” he/she turns the 
lights back on in a few minutes. You remind them to turn out the lights again, but 
about 15 minutes later your child enters your bedroom saying “I’m scared, can I sleep 
with you tonight?”
Are you more likely to ........
(A) Ask what your child is scared about
1 2  3 4
always choose (A) likely choose (A) somewhat more likely (A) barely more likely (A)
. . .  or . . .
(B) Say 'You're a big boy/girl, you have nothing to be afraid of, go back to your room'
6 7 8 9
barely more likely (B) somewhat more likely (B) likely choose (B) always choose (B)
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It's getting late, and you remember that your child needs to take one of his/her 
week-night baths. Your child had a difficult day at school or daycare. According 
to one of your child’s teachers, a little boy was picking on your child frequently 
during the day. Although your child was upset when you picked him/her up, they don’t 
seem to be bothered now by what happened. Since it is late, you would rather get 
your child in and out of the tub quickly. However, your child dumps a whole bucket 
of toys into the tub and proceeds to play.
Are you more likely t o ........
(A) State firmly 'Put those toys back in the bucket'
1 2  3 4
always choose (A) likely choose (A) somewhat more likely (A) barely more likely (A)
. . .  or . . .
(B) Let your child play for awhile
6 7 8 9
barely more likely (B) somewhat more likely (B) likely choose (B) always choose (B)
10
It’s early Tuesday morning and you have gotten a late start to the day. To make matters 
worse, you remember at the last minute that you have an important appointment early in 
the morning. You feel as if you are going to be very late for this appointment, and you 
have already had to reschedule one time. You and your child get ready to head to 
school/daycare, but your child stops halfway and says “I don’t like it there.” You tell 
them again to come to the car, but he/she remains in the doorway.
Are you more likely to ........
(A) Ask 'Why don’t you want to go to school?'
1 2  3 4
always choose (A) likely choose (A) somewhat more likely (A) barely more likely (A)
. . .  or . . .
(B) Pick up your child and carry them
6 7 8 9
barely more likely (B) somewhat more likely (B) likely choose (B) always choose (B)
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You and your child are heading to a family dinner at your parent’s house where you will 
be meeting your brother’s girlfriend for the first time. On the way, your car gets a flat 
tire, and you end up arriving over an hour late, just as everyone has started eating. Your 
child had been complaining of a stomach ache all day, and you suspect he/she might be 
getting sick. At the dinner table, your child begins mashing all their food together with a 
disinterested look. You ask your child to stop, but he/she continues playing with their 
food a few minutes later.
Are you more likely to ........
(A) Take your child's plate away
1 2  3 4
always choose (A) likely choose (A) somewhat more likely (A) barely more likely (A)
. . .  o r . . .
(B) Say supportively 'I know you are not feeling well, but please do not play with your food at the 
table'
6 7 8 9
barely more likely (B) somewhat more likely (B) likely choose (B) always choose (B)
12
At lunch, your child leaves half of his/her bologna sandwich unfinished, saying “I’m not 
hungry anymore.” You don’t press the issue, however you remind your child that he/she 
may get hungry later and should eat all that they can right now. You bring your child to 
the grocery store, which is unusually busy today. While moving through the aisles, your 
child says “I’m hungry -  can I have a candy bar?” When you say no, your child begins 
loudly crying and whining. You look up and see another parent trying not to stare at you 
and your child.
Are you more likely to ........
(A) Remind your child it is important to eat all his/her food at mealtimes
1 2  3 4
always choose (A) likely choose (A) somewhat more likely (A) barely more likely (A)
. . .  or . . .
(B) Give your child a candy bar
6 7 8 9
barely more likely (B) somewhat more likely (B) likely choose (B) always choose (B)
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While standing in line at the checkout counter at Target, you notice your child staring
at the lady behind you in line. Before you realize what is happening, your child turns
to you and says loudly “Momma! That lady has a BIG nose!” The woman looks angry and shocked.
Are you more likely to ........
(A) Apologize to the lady for your child's behavior
1 2  3 4
always choose (A) likely choose (A) somewhat more likely (A) barely more likely (A)
. . .  or . . .
(B) Teach your child it is not nice to make comments about how other people look
6 7 8 9
barely more likely (B) somewhat more likely (B) likely choose (B) always choose (B)
14
You and your child are shopping at the grocery store. Today, the store seems to be out 
of your child’s favorite brands of food. As you are thinking about what to replace 
them with, you look down and notice that your child is gone. You look down the next 
aisle, and see that he/she is walking toward a large display advertising a new kind of 
cereal which has a colorful clown as a spokesperson. As you walk towards your child, 
he/she says something to a woman standing there, who immediately looks as if she is 
looking for the child’s parent.
Are you more likely to ........
(A) Teach your child it's important for them not to wander away
1 2  3 4
always choose (A) likely choose (A) somewhat more likely (A) barely more likely (A)
. . .  or . . .
(B) Scold your child for wandering away
6 7 8 9
barely more likely (B) somewhat more likely (B) likely choose (B) always choose (B)
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Your family is at a crowded restaurant for a nice dinner. Almost immediately after your
drinks arrive, your child knocks over his/her drink, spilling it everywhere. There is soda
all over the table, and to make matters worse, the glass has shattered on the floor. As
you begin to clean the mess, your child whines “Can I get another coke?” You tell him/her to hold
on while you continue cleaning, however your child continues to whine about being thirsty.
Are you more likely to ........
(A) Stop cleaning and offer your child your drink
1 2  3 4
always choose (A) likely choose (A) somewhat more likely (A) barely more likely (A)
. . .  or . . .
(B) Say 'We must clean up our messes first'
6 7 8 9
barely more likely (B) somewhat more likely (B) likely choose (B) always choose (B)
16
While playing outside, your child skins his/her knee on the pavement. He/she comes 
in crying, but is not seriously hurt. Your child decides to finish playing indoors.
It is close to dinner time, and you remind your child that he/she has to pick up all 
of the toys before dinner. Your child ignores you and continues playing. After a 
second reminder, your child walks away and a few minutes later is seated at the table 
ready to eat. There are toys lying all over the living room floor.
Are you more likely to ........
(A) Ask 'I know you had a hard time outside, is that why you are having a hard time picking up your 
toys?'
1 2  3 4
always choose (A) likely choose (A) somewhat more likely (A) barely more likely (A)
. . .  o r . . .
(B) Say 'I'm counting to 10 . . . '  and begin staring expectantly
6 7 8 9
barely more likely (B) somewhat more likely (B) likely choose (B) always choose (B)
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
92
17
You are having Thanksgiving dinner at your parent’s house, and your child 
is sitting on his/her knees at the table. The chair is not too big or too 
far away from the table, so you tell your child to sit properly and they do.
Soon after, your child begins slouching in his/her seat, to the point of 
lying down in the chair. He/she gets back up, and after sitting down and 
eating a few bites he/she stands up on the chair. You tell your child to sit 
and he/she does, however the fidgeting continues and you begin to worry that 
your child might knock something over.
Are you more likely to ........
(A) In a firm voice say 'Sit still!'
1 2  3 4
always choose (A) likely choose (A) somewhat more likely (A) barely more likely (A)
. . .  or . . .
(B) Tell your child it is important to sit properly so things do not get spilled or so they do not get 
hurt
6 7 8 9
barely more likely (B) somewhat more likely (B) likely choose (B) always choose (B)
18
You have brought your child to the playground for some play time outside, even 
though you know that you can’t stay long as you have several errands that must 
be done today. You notice that your child seems to be making some new friends on 
the playground. You tell your child it is time to leave, but he/she wants to stay 
longer. You give him/her 5 more minutes, but when its time to go, your child 
whines “I don’t want to go!” and kicks the dirt. As you are about to respond, 
your child begins shifting back toward the play area. . .
Are you more likely to ........
(A) Say 'We have to go now, but maybe we can find out when the other children will be here and 
meet them some other time?'
1 2  3 4
always choose (A) likely choose (A) somewhat more likely (A) barely more likely (A)
. . .  or . . .
(B) Say 'We need to go right now!'
6 7 8 9
barely more likely (B) somewhat more likely (B) likely choose (B) always choose (B)
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The parent of one of your child’s friends has invited your child to a sleepover.
It would be your child’s first sleepover, and you decide to let them go. Your 
child seems a little nervous when you drop them off, but he/she goes in without 
much difficulty. You plan on spending the evening catching up on bills and 
housework, when the phone rings. You hear your child crying on the other line.
He/she says “Can I please come home??” The other parent suggests that your child 
may be afraid of the family dog.
Are you more likely to ........
(A) Ask the other parent to try to offer your child ice cream to stay
1 2  3 4
always choose (A) likely choose (A) somewhat more likely (A) barely more likely (A)
. . .  or . . .
(B) Comfort your child and go to pick them up
6 7 8 9
barely more likely (B) somewhat more likely (B) likely choose (B) always choose (B)
20
Your child is playing outside. You call out to them that their favorite cartoon is on.
Your child exclaims “I forgot!” and races into the house. As your child runs to the 
TV, they leave the door wide open. You tell your child to close the door, but he/she 
is watching the opening of their favorite cartoon show and does not respond.
Are you more likely to ........
(A) Say 'I know you are excited about the cartoon, but you need to close the door'
1 2  3 4
always choose (A) likely choose (A) somewhat more likely (A) barely more likely (A)
. . .  or . . .
(B) Close the door yourself
6 7 8 9
barely more likely (B) somewhat more likely (B) likely choose (B) always choose (B)
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You are baking fish sticks in the oven for lunch. The phone rings, and you are annoyed 
to discover it is a tele-marketer. After talking for longer than you would like, you 
realize that the fish sticks need to come out of the oven. In your hurry to get them 
out, you bum your hand on the baking sheet. However, you are not seriously hurt. Once 
at the table, your child begins to pick the breading off of the fish sticks. You tell 
your child not to play with their food. After stopping for a moment, your child 
continues picking the breading off and says “These fish sticks smell funny!”
Are you more likely to ........
(A) Say 'Eat your food because that's all you're going to get'
1 2 3
always choose (A) likely choose (A) somewhat more likely (A)
. . .  or . . .
(B) Ask 'What's wrong with the fishsticks?’
6 7 8 9
barely more likely (B) somewhat more likely (B) likely choose (B) always choose (B)
22
You awaken on Wednesday morning, and you are expecting the dishwasher repairperson 
to arrive sometime between 8:00 and 10:00 A.M. You would like to have the kitchen 
clean before they arrive. You’re surprised to find that your child is already 
watching cartoons, because you kept him/her up late visiting friends the night 
before. You tell your child to get dressed, and he/she whines “I need help.” You say 
“I need to clean the kitchen, you know where to find your clothes.” Your child does 
not move from in front of the television.
Are you more likely to ........
(A) Say 'I know you are tired but you need to get dressed'
1 2  3 4
always choose (A) likely choose (A) somewhat more likely (A) barely more likely (A)
. . .  or . . .
(B) Say 'Get your clothes on now or . . . '  and state a consequence
6 7 8 9
barely more likely (B) somewhat more likely (B) likely choose (B) always choose (B)
4
barely more likely (A)
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You are entertaining good friends from out of state, who are leaving first thing in the 
morning, when you realize it is already 15 minutes past your child’s bedtime. You briefly 
excuse yourself to help your child get to bed while your friends remain in the living 
room. After your child lays down in bed, your child says “I don’t feel good” and then 
vomits on the floor. When asked, your child says “I don’t feel sick now, but will you stay 
with me?” You check your child’s temperature, and it is normal.
Are you more likely to ........
(A) Stay with your child for 5 minutes and then go visit with friends
1 2  3 4
always choose (A) likely choose (A) somewhat more likely (A) barely more likely (A)
. . .  or . . .
(B) Stay upstairs with your child
6 7 8 9
barely more likely (B) somewhat more likely (B) likely choose (B) always choose (B)
24
Its dinner time, and you have made a pot roast with com and mashed potatoes. While 
at the table, your child eats his/her mashed potatoes, but does not touch the com 
or the pot roast. Your child says “Can I have some more mashed potatoes?” You reply,
“Not until you eat the other food.” Your child pushes the food around on his/her 
plate, and eats one tiny piece of com. “Can I have more mashed potatoes now?” You 
say, “You need to eat more com and meat, they are good for you.” Your child 
continues to push the food around on the plate.
Are you more likely to ........
(A) Say 'You need to take at least 3 bites of each'
1 2  3 4
always choose (A) likely choose (A) somewhat more likely (A) barely more likely (A)
. . .  or . . .
(B) Give your child more potatoes
6 7 8 9
barely more likely (B) somewhat more likely (B) likely choose (B) always choose (B)
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You have been out running errands and it has been several hours since your child has 
last eaten. You are exhausted from driving around all day, however when you get home, 
you rush to fix dinner. You spend the next hour cooking, and when you serve dinner 
your child casually says “I’m not hungry.” You set a plate aside for them in the 
fridge for later. Your child has been playing nicely all evening, so you let them play 
an extra 20 minutes before bedtime. When you say “Its time for bed” your child replies 
“I’m hungry, can I have a snack?”
Are you more likely to ........
(A) Get your child a snack
1 2  3 4
always choose (A) likely choose (A) somewhat more likely (A) barely more likely (A)
. . .  or . . .
(B) Tell your child that they need to ask for food/snack before they get ready for bed
6 7 8 9
barely more likely (B) somewhat more likely (B) likely choose (B) always choose (B)
26
When you arrive at the doctor’s office for your child’s regular checkup, the secretary 
informs you that the doctor has not yet returned from lunch. You take a seat in the empty 
waiting room. Your child finds that the only toy to play with is a singing Elmo doll. Your 
child entertains himself/herself for awhile, but begins banging Elmo on a chair and 
tossing him into the air. You say, “I know we’ve been waiting a long time, but please try 
and behave yourself.” Your child settles down for 2 minutes, but then starts throwing 
Elmo into the air again, almost hitting a lamp.
Are you more likely to ........
A) Teach your child appropriate ways to play with Elmo
1 2  3 4
always choose (A) likely choose (A) somewhat more likely (A) barely more likely (A)
. . .  or . . .
(B) Say 'Sit down right now!'
6 7 8 9
barely more likely (B) somewhat more likely (B) likely choose (B) always choose (B)
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You have been on the phone for awhile chatting with a friend, and tell your child 
that he/she can watch a cartoon. When you are off the phone, you tell your 
child to turn off the TV and clean up his/her toys. Your child responds “Oh no!
Wait -  this is my favorite cartoon.” You say, “Ok, when this is over, you need to 
clean up.” When its over, your child goes into his/her room. You call to them to 
again to pick up their toys, and he/she replies “I’m playing my favorite game.”
Are you more likely to ........
(A) Say sternly 'Pick up those toys right now!'
1 2  3 4
always choose (A) likely choose (A) somewhat more likely (A) barely more likely (A)
. . .  or . . .
(B) Say 'I know you really like that game, but you can play more when you are done putting toys 
away'
6 7 8 9
barely more likely (B) somewhat more likely (B) likely choose (B) always choose (B)
28
You are at the doctor’s office for your child’s regular check-up. There are several 
families here and your child is playing in the toy area around some younger children.
You are reading a magazine when you hear a younger child crying. You look up, and it 
appears that your child has yanked a toy from a younger child’s hand.
Are you more likely to ........
(A) Make your child apologize and return the toy
1 2  3 4
always choose (A) likely choose (A) somewhat more likely (A) barely more likely (A)
. . .  or . . .
(B) Tell your child to return the toy and insist that he/she sit next to you
6 7 8 9
barely more likely (B) somewhat more likely (B) likely choose (B) always choose (B)
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It’s time for your child’s dental appointment. At the dentist’s office, your child is sitting 
near several other children his/her age. All the children are fairly active, with some of the 
other children throwing and rough-housing. You look up, and see your child standing on 
a chair; looking like they are going to jump off.
Are you more likely to ........
A) While glaring at your child say 'Get down this instant!'
1 2  3 4
always choose (A) likely choose (A) somewhat more likely (A) barely more likely (A)
. . .  or . . .
(B) Make eye-contact with your child and say 'Chairs are for sitting, not for jumping. Please use 
indoor behavior'
6 7 8 9
barely more likely (B) somewhat more likely (B) likely choose (B) always choose (B)
30
You are at a wedding reception for a family friend. You are seated with some 
acquaintances and some people who you do not know and their children. While waiting 
for food to arrive, your child gets up and begins circling the table. You ask them to sit, 
and he/she does. A few minutes later, your child starts picking up random items at the 
table. Your child looks like they are about to get up again . . .
Are you more likely to ........
(A) Explain to your child that it is rude to get up
1 2  3 4
always choose (A) likely choose (A) somewhat more likely (A) barely more likely (A)
. . .  or . . .
(B) With one eyebrow raised, sternly tell them to sit down
6 7 8 9
barely more likely (B) somewhat more likely (B) likely choose (B) always choose (B)
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You are working in the garden one afternoon while your child is riding a scooter up and 
down the driveway. He/she is riding pretty fast, and getting closer and closer to the 
street. You tell your child to be careful not to go into the street, but your child does 
not seem react to what you have said. You remind them again, however he/she continues 
riding the scooter recklessly.
Are you more likely to ........
(A) Simply state 'That's it, you have lost the scooter for now'
1 2  3 4
always choose (A) likely choose (A) somewhat more likely (A) barely more likely (A)
. . .  or . . .
(B) Explain to your child why it is important to ride safely
6 7 8 9
barely more likely (B) somewhat more likely (B) likely choose (B) always choose (B)
32
You have just finished eating dinner and are looking forward to family ‘make your own 
sundae’ night. As you are getting out the ice cream, bowls, and spoons, you see your 
child chasing the cat around the living room. You say “Leave the cat alone, please!” The 
cat is hiding under the couch, and you hear it make a hissing noise. You start to get out 
cherries, chocolate chips, and caramel sauce when you see your child pull the cat’s tail 
as it meows loudly and runs away.
Are you more likely to ........
(A) Explain to your child that animals can hurt you
1 2  3 4
always choose (A) likely choose (A) somewhat more likely (A) barely more likely (A)
. . .  or . . .
(B) Smack his/her hand
6 7 8 9
barely more likely (B) somewhat more likely (B) likely choose (B) always choose (B)
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On Saturday afternoon, you and your child decide to go swimming. The sun is very 
bright and there are many people at the pool. You ask your child to stand still 
while you put sunscreen on his/her face and body. Right in front of you, several 
other children your child’s age are splashing and playing in the water. Your child 
tries to wiggle away. You ask your child to stand still and say “You need sunscreen!”
He/she whines “I’ll be fine, let me play!”
Are you more likely to ........
(A) Physically keep your child from fidgeting and put the sunscreen on them
1 2  3 4
always choose (A) likely choose (A) somewhat more likely (A) barely more likely (A)
. . .  or . . .
(B) Teach your child it is important to wear sunscreen so they do not get burned
6 7 8 9
barely more likely (B) somewhat more likely (B) likely choose (B) always choose (B)
34
It’s Tuesday afternoon, and you decide to take your child to the pool. There are few 
people at the pool today other than a few children your child’s age. Your child runs 
and jumps into the pool. You remind your child that there is no running around the 
pool. A few minutes later, you see your child running and playing tag with some of 
the other children near the deep end of the pool.
Are you more likely to ........
(A) Explain that we have rules so that people can be safe and not get hurt
1 2  3 4
always choose (A) likely choose (A) somewhat more likely (A) barely more likely (A)
. . .  or . . .
(B) Warn your child that if he/she continues to run, you will all go home
6 7 8 9
barely more likely (B) somewhat more likely (B) likely choose (B) always choose (B)
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It’s your child’s birthday, and you have invited extended family over to celebrate.
After cake and ice cream your child opens a gift from your spouse’s parents. It is 
a nice sweater. Your child clearly looks disappointed, sighs loudly, and without 
saying a word, tosses it to the side and reaches for another present.
Are you more likely to ........
(A) Thank your in-laws for your child and let them continue
1 2  3 4
always choose (A) likely choose (A) somewhat more likely (A) barely more likely (A)
. . .  or . . .
(B) Teach your child that it is important to show appreciation for gifts and to say thank you
6 7 8 9
barely more likely (B) somewhat more likely (B) likely choose (B) always choose (B)
36
A family friend stops by one afternoon to say hello and brings your child a toy that 
he/she has been asking for the last few months. Your child tears open the package 
and immediately begins playing with the toy. You give your child a few moments to 
say thank-you, however your child says nothing. You say questioningly “Is there 
anything you want to say?”
Are you more likely to ........
(A) Teach your child that it is important to show appreciation for gifts and to say thank you
1 2  3 4
always choose (A) likely choose (A) somewhat more likely (A) barely more likely (A)
. . .  or . . .
(B) Apologize to your friend and say 'I'm sorry, I don't know what's into him/her today'
6 7 8 9
barely more likely (B) somewhat more likely (B) likely choose (B) always choose (B)
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You are in the car driving an hour to visit your spouse’s relatives with your two children.
At about the half-way point, you see a detour sign. Several turns into the detour, you
find yourself sitting in stop-n-go traffic on a one lane gravel road. After hearing
scuffling and muttered complaints you hear from the backseat, “STOP TOUCHING ME . . .  MOM!
They won’t stop touching me!”
Are you more likely to ........
(A) Say 'Don't make me pull over the car!'
1 2  3 4
always choose (A) likely choose (A) somewhat more likely (A) barely more likely (A)
. . .  or . . .
(B) In a calm voice ask 'What's the matter, is your (brother/sister) bothering you?'
6 7 8 9
barely more likely (B) somewhat more likely (B) likely choose (B) always choose (B)
38
Your child has a playmate over during the afternoon. They are playing outside and your 
child’s friend starts riding your child’s bicycle. Your child comes to you and says 
“They’re riding my bike! And I want to ride it!” You only have one bicycle. You tell 
your child that he/she can wait until the friend is done and then ride. Your child whines 
louder, however, and you repeat to your child that he/she can ride after. He/she begins 
crying and whines “Why can’t I ride now! It’s my bike!”
Are you more likely to ........
(A) Teach your child the importance of sharing
1 2  3 4
always choose (A) likely choose (A) somewhat more likely (A) barely more likely (A)
. . .  or . . .
(B) Tell your child that they can wait and then ignore his/her tantrum
6 7 8 9
barely more likely (B) somewhat more likely (B) likely choose (B) always choose (B)
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
103
39
You’re at the grocery store and your child wants store bought cookies. You tell your 
child “we can make cookies at home instead”. As you are unloading the groceries at 
home, your child asks to start making the cookies now. You explain to your child that 
you have a few things to do first. Thirty seconds later he/she asks “Is it time to make 
the cookies yet?” You explain that after you put the food away and start the laundry, 
you can make cookies. While in the middle of starting the laundry, your child whines 
“Can we start the cookies NOW??”
Are you more likely t o ........
(A) Say 'You know what, we are not going to make cookies at all
1 2  3 4
always choose (A) likely choose (A) somewhat more likely (A) barely more likely (A)
. . .  or . . .
(B) Teach your child the importance of having patience
6 7 8 9
barely more likely (B) somewhat more likely (B) likely choose (B) always choose (B)
40
You take your child to the park with your friend. Your child plays on the swing and slide 
while you talk to your friend. You have been at the park for about a half-hour and your 
friend needs to leave for an appointment when you tell your child it is time to go.
He/she says “Can I stay longer?” You say you don’t have time and that you need to go 
right now. Your child ignores you and begins climbing up the jungle gym.
Are you more likely to ........
(A) Say 'I know you want to play, but my friend needs to get to a very important place right now.
We can play another time'
1 2 3 4
always choose (A) likely choose (A) somewhat more likely (A) barely more likely (A)
. . .  or . . .
(B) Give them 'the look' and say 'We are leaving NOW'
6 7 8 9
barely more likely (B) somewhat more likely (B) likely choose (B) always choose (B)
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You are home paying bills when your child asks you to play a game. You say yes, but 
only after paying the bills and emptying the dishwasher. Your child asks you twice more 
over the next 5 minutes. You remind them again that you can play when you are finished 
working. As you are almost done emptying the dishwasher, the phone rings. You answer 
the phone and it’s a collection agent calling about a bill you thought had been paid 
months ago. While sorting out the confusion, your child tugs on your leg and loudly 
whines “You said we could play now!!!”
Are you more likely to ........
(A) Sternly say 'I'm on the phone, be patient!'
1 2  3 4
always choose (A) likely choose (A) somewhat more likely (A) barely more likely (A)
. . .  or . . .
(B) Ask the agent to hold, apologize to your child and say 'We can play soon
6 7 8 9
barely more likely (B) somewhat more likely (B) likely choose (B) always choose (B)
42
You are leaving the house to go to visit a family member who lives about 30-40 minutes 
away. Before you get into the car, you ask your child if he/she needs to use the restroom 
and your child says no. It’s unusually humid, and the car does not have air conditioning.
You feel like your shirt is sticking to the car seat. About 15 minutes into the drive you 
hear “Can we stop? I need to use the bathroom!”
Are you more likely to ........
A) Say supportively, 'I know you need to go now, so lets find the closest place with a bathroom' 
1 2  3 4
always choose (A) likely choose (A) somewhat more likely (A) barely more likely (A)
. . .  or . . .
(B) Sternly say 'You'll have to hold it, I asked before if you had to go'
6 7 8 9
barely more likely (B) somewhat more likely (B) likely choose (B) always choose (B)
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You and your child are walking through the mall when you pass a pet store. Your child 
says “Can we look at puppies?” You say, “Yes, but we are not going to buy one.” While 
looking at the puppies he/she whines “Can we get this one???” You reply “I already said 
‘no pets.” Your child whines again “But I really want it!!!” and looks like he/she is about 
to become teary-eyed and make a scene in front of the other customers.
Are you more likely to ........
(A) Lie and say you need to check with your spouse or significant other
1 2  3 4
always choose (A) likely choose (A) somewhat more likely (A) barely more likely (A)
. . .  or . . .
(B) Explain to your child how much responsibility a pet can be
6 7 8 9
barely more likely (B) somewhat more likely (B) likely choose (B) always choose (B)
44
After dinner one evening your friend drops by to talk about a weekend get-away that 
you have been planning. Your friend can not stay long, and it is important that you 
make final decisions about the weekend. While your friend is trying to speak, your 
child says “Can we play a game?” You tell him/her to wait a minute. Twenty seconds 
later your child starts pulling on your leg. You say “I’m in the middle of a 
conversation; you are going to have to wait a few minutes.” Your child groans out 
loud, shuffles near your feet, and begins lightly kicking at your foot.
Are you more likely to ........
(A) Explain to your child why it is important for you to talk to your friend right now
1 2  3 4
always choose (A) likely choose (A) somewhat more likely (A) barely more likely (A)
. . .  or . . .
(B) Send your child to his/her room
6 7 8 9
barely more likely (B) somewhat more likely (B) likely choose (B) always choose (B)
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Your child and his/her friend are playing together in the other room while you are 
preparing a meal. You are expecting dinner guests to arrive shortly after your child’s 
friend goes home. You suddenly realize that you forgot to put the main course in the 
oven, and you frantically try to get the dinner ready in time. You hear your child from the 
other room say loudly “That’s my book, I want to read it.” You yell to your child “You 
can read when they are done.” Your child yells back, “I want it now!” You hear scuffling 
noises, after which your child wanders into the kitchen crying “1 just want my book!”
Are you more likely to ........
(A) Say sternly 'Find another toy for now'
1 2  3 4
always choose (A) likely choose (A) somewhat more likely (A) barely more likely (A)
. . .  or . . .
(B) Hug your child and say 'Its ok, you can read the book later
6 7 8 9
barely more likely (B) somewhat more likely (B) likely choose (B) always choose (B)
46
Your child’s sibling is trying to talk to you about his/her day at school. He/she appears to 
be worried about something that happened, but you’re not sure what it is. While talking 
to the sibling, your child interrupts and starts telling you how his/her day went. You tell 
your child to hold on for a minute, but a few seconds later your child interrupts his/her 
sibling a second time.
Are you more likely to ........
(A) Teach your child that it is not ok to interrupt
1 2  3 4
always choose (A) likely choose (A) somewhat more likely (A) barely more likely (A)
. . .  or . . .
(B) Sternly say 'Wait a minute!'
6 7 8 9
barely more likely (B) somewhat more likely (B) likely choose (B) always choose (B)
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You have family visiting to celebrate a cousin’s birthday. You have agreed to ‘play the 
host’ and are busy making sure all the food is in place and people have drinks. While 
walking through a room, you hear your child say to a young cousin of theirs “You’re a 
stink-butt!” You tell them that you do not want them saying that, however, a minute later 
you hear your child call several other relatives ‘stink-butts.’
Are you more likely to ........
(A) Scold your child
1 2  3 4
always choose (A) likely choose (A) somewhat more likely (A) barely more likely (A)
. . .  or . . .
(B) Say 'I know you are trying to have fun, but people may not think it's funny'
6 7 8 9
barely more likely (B) somewhat more likely (B) likely choose (B) always choose (B)
48
You are near the toy aisle in a crowded department store when your child spots an 
expensive toy that you promised to buy them. Since making that promise, your car 
broke down requiring some very expensive repairs. Your child says “Oh! Let’s get that 
toy!” You tell your child that you are going to have to wait a little longer to get 
the toy. Your child looks shocked, and says “Nooo! You promised!” You say to your 
child that you just do not have the money right now, and your child starts pulling 
on your arm, leaning with all his/her weight whining “But you promised!”
Are you more likely to ........
(A) Apologize and say 'I know you really want the toy, but we can still get it another day
1 2  3 4
always choose (A) likely choose (A) somewhat more likely (A) barely more likely (A)
. . .  or . . .
(B) Sternly say 'Stop whining or you might never get the toy!'
6 7 8 9
barely more likely (B) somewhat more likely (B) likely choose (B) always choose (B)
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You and your significant other have planned a special dinner for tonight, which 
required you to make reservations several days in advance. The babysitter for your 
child had to cancel at the last minute. You are confident that the back-up person 
(whom your child has never met) will do an excellent job, however, as you are about 
to leave for dinner, your child asks you to read to them first. After saying no, 
your child clenches his/her fists and looks angrily at you.
Are you more likely to ........
(A) Scold your child and threaten a consequence if they do not calm down
1 2  3 4
always choose (A) likely choose (A) somewhat more likely (A) barely more likely (A)
. . .  o r . . .
B) Reassure your child that everything will be ok and promise to spend time with them tomorrow 
6 7 8 9
barely more likely (B) somewhat more likely (B) likely choose (B) always choose (B)
50
It is your child’s first day at school or daycare. You help your child hang up his/her 
coat, and he/she sits down near some other children. As you begin to leave, you notice 
that your child is following you out of the classroom. You ask your child to go back 
inside, but your child stands next to you with his/her fingers in their mouth. You tell 
him/her that it will be ok and that they should go back inside, but your child says 
“Cant you stay??” Your child has a tear in his/her eye and clearly does not want to go 
back into the classroom. There are several other parents nearby.
Are you more likely to ........
(A) Hug your child and reassure him/her that it will be fine
1 2  3 4
always choose (A) likely choose (A) somewhat more likely (A) barely more likely (A)
. . .  or . . .
(B) Say sternly 'You can do this. Now stop crying and go to the classroom'
6 7 8 9
barely more likely (B) somewhat more likely (B) likely choose (B) always choose (B)
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You enter your child’s bedroom to wake up your child, who seems to be unusually 
sluggish today. He/she looks like they did not sleep well. You ask your child how they 
slept and they say “I had a bad dream.” Your child is slow to get dressed, and generally 
slow getting ready. You are about to go out the door, when you notice your child has not 
put on his/her shoes. You say “Let’s go. You need to put on your shoes or we are going 
to be late.” Your child looks disheartened, and in a whining voice says “Do I have to go 
to school today?”
Are you more likely t o ........
(A) Say sternly 'Yes, hurry-up!
1 2  3 4
always choose (A) likely choose (A) somewhat more likely (A) barely more likely (A)
. . .  or . . .
(B) Explain why school is important
6 7 8 9
barely more likely (B) somewhat more likely (B) likely choose (B) always choose (B)
52
While at the grocery store, your child slips and hits his/her elbow. He/she looks teary- 
eyed, but is not hurt. A few minutes later, your child asks for a candy bar. You say “No 
- you just had a snack not that long ago and it is getting close to dinner time.” Your 
child says “Please!”, but you remain firm. After a similar exchange, your child whines 
loudly and starts stomping his/her feet. There is a worker staring at you from the end of 
the aisle. Your child continues to tantrum.
Are you more likely to ........
(A) Teach your child why it is important not to snack before meals
1 2  3 4
always choose (A) likely choose (A) somewhat more likely (A) barely more likely (A)
. . .  or . . .
(B) Sternly say 'Calm down this instant!'
6 7 8 9
barely more likely (B) somewhat more likely (B) likely choose (B) always choose (B)
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You are already 20 minutes late to the wedding reception of a member of your 
significant other’s family, when you realize that you have forgotten the directions at 
home. About halfway there, your child asks “Are we there yet?” You reply, “No.” Your 
child then whines “How much longer?” You say “I don’t know.” About 5 minutes later you begin to 
suspect that you are lost. You decide to keep driving and hope to run into 
something you recognize. Your child whines “Where are we?” You again say “Just relax, 
we will be there soon.” Another 30 seconds later your child whines loudly “Are we 
ALMOST THERE?”
Are you more likely to ........
(A) Sternly say 'No - you will know when you get there'
1 2 3
always choose (A) likely choose (A) somewhat more likely (A)
. . .  or . . .
(B) Say 'I know you are bored, but it may take some time yet to get there'
6 7 8 9
barely more likely (B) somewhat more likely (B) likely choose (B) always choose (B)
54
It’s a Saturday afternoon and you are running several errands with your child in tow.
There is a sale at Target on several items that you need, and when you get to the store, 
you find that you are not the only one who needs them. There are so many people at 
Target that it’s hard to get from aisle to aisle, people are jostling each other and are 
generally being inconsiderate. About halfway through your experience at Target, your 
child yells “Look at that man! He’s so big” and points at a very tall man that you are 
surprised to see is standing right next to you.
Are you more likely to ........
(A) Teach your child it is not nice to make comments about how people look
1 2  3 4
always choose (A) likely choose (A) somewhat more likely (A) barely more likely (A)
. . .  or . . .
(B) Apologize to the man for your child's behavior and scold your child
6 7 8 9
barely more likely (B) somewhat more likely (B) likely choose (B) always choose (B)
4
barely more likely (A)
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You have just purchased tickets to a new Disney film. Your child has invited a friend to 
come along, and you are all waiting in line in the lobby; your child’s friend teases your 
child about her/his shoes. A few minutes later, your child’s friend begins pinching your 
child’s arm. Your child says “Quit it!”, and the friend stops, only to do it again about 
30 seconds later. Your child says “Quit it!!” louder, and then pushes the friend who then 
bumps into another parent who is standing in line.
Are you more likely to ........
(A) Scold your child for being aggressive
1 2  3 4
always choose (A) likely choose (A) somewhat more likely (A) barely more likely (A)
. . .  or . . .
(B) Explain to both children why it is important to behave in public
6 7 8 9
barely more likely (B) somewhat more likely (B) likely choose (B) always choose (B)
56
It’s the winter time, and you are getting ready to go out to run some errands. You call 
to your child to put her/his coat on. As you continue to get ready, you notice that your 
child is still playing with his/her toys. You remind them again “Come on -  let’s go -  
get your coat on.” Your child gets his/her coat, but does not put it on. Your child 
then sits down with his/her coat and continues playing with a toy.
Are you more likely to ........
(A) Kneel near your child and calmly say 'Hey, I need you to put on your coat. You will have time to 
play when we get home
1 2  3 4
always choose (A) likely choose (A) somewhat more likely (A) barely more likely (A)
. . .  or . . .
(B) Say louder, 'Stop playing with toys and put on your coat!'
6 7 8 9
barely more likely (B) somewhat more likely (B) likely choose (B) always choose (B)
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You are in the waiting room, waiting for your child’s dentist appointment to start when 
you realize that you forgot that yesterday was your mother’s birthday. If you can get out 
of there in time, you may be able to get a card or gift and get into the mail before the 
post-office closes. The secretary calls your child’s name, and you child looks up at you 
and says “I’m scared.” You assure your child it will be ok, but he/she continues to cling 
to you with a frightened look.
Are you more likely to ........
(A) Say 'Let's go! Do not keep them waiting
1 2  3 4
always choose (A) likely choose (A) somewhat more likely (A) barely more likely (A)
. . .  o r . . .
(B) Say 'I know you are scared, but it will be ok. I'll be out here'
6 7 8 9
barely more likely (B) somewhat more likely (B) likely choose (B) always choose (B)
58
One afternoon you have your friend and his/her child over for lunch. During 
lunch, your child and your friend’s child are trying to tickle each other at 
the table. You ask them to calm down, and they do for about a minute. Soon 
though, you see your child poke his/her friend in the side. You say “No 
horseplay at the table!” A few minutes later, your child’s friend jumps up 
in the air -  knocking over several drinks. The children stare at you with 
guilty looks on their faces.
Are you more likely to ........
(A) Teach your child how to clean up the spill with you
1 2  3 4
always choose (A) likely choose (A) somewhat more likely (A) barely more likely (A)
. . .  or . . .
(B) Say 'What did I tell you? Now look what you've done. Help me clean this up'
6 7 8 9
barely more likely (B) somewhat more likely (B) likely choose (B) always choose (B)
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You are about to pour milk into your child’s cereal bowl for breakfast, your child says 
“STOP! Let me!” However the milk jug looks difficult to manage, and you fear your 
child will spill it. You decide to let them try, however, they are struggling. When you 
move to assist them, he/she whines “Nooo, I can do it.” You reply “You’ll spill!” and 
your child whines “You never let me do anything by myself!!”
Are you more likely to ........
(A) Pour the milk for your child
1 2  3 4
always choose (A) likely choose (A) somewhat more likely (A) barely more likely (A)
. . .  or . . .
(B) Say 'OK - one more try, but I am going to keep my hand close just in case'
6 7 8 9
barely more likely (B) somewhat more likely (B) likely choose (B) always choose (B)
60
You are at the grocery store with your child. When you get there, your child says 
“Mommy! I want the little cart!” You look around, but do not see any child-sized 
carts available. You say “I don’t see any” Your child whines “Let’s look more!”
You say “There aren’t any here, maybe the other children are using them.” Your 
child whines loudly “I want to use one too. I don’t want to go shopping now” You 
say “We have to go shopping or we won’t have anything to eat.” Your child whines 
“It’s not fair!!”
Are you more likely to ........
(A) Say 'I know you really like the little cart, but someone else is using it today and we do not have 
time to wait'
1 2  3 4
always choose (A) likely choose (A) somewhat more likely (A) barely more likely (A)
. . .  o r . . .
(B) Sternly say 'Stop making a fuss! Let’s go'
6 7 8 9
barely more likely (B) somewhat more likely (B) likely choose (B) always choose (B)
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You will be presented with a series of common child behaviors in different settings. 
After each story, you will be asked to answer the same 3 questions. The first asks 
you to consider the amount of stress or negative emotions that the average mother 
might feel if they were in that situation. The second question asks you to consider 
how much outside factors might be affecting the typical 4-5 year old child's 
behavior in that situation. The last question asks you to consider how much the 
average parent might be affected by the perceptions of other people when deciding 
what to do in that situation. When each question appears on the screen, just press 
the number on the top of the keyboard (1-9) that you think best answers each 
question.
How much stress or negative emotion (e.g., anger, anxiety, fear) might the parent be 
feeling in this situation?
0 1 2 3  4 5 6 7 8
None extremely
high level
How much do factors outside the control of the child (e.g., illness, being teased) 
contribute to the child’s behavior in this situation?
0 1 2 3  4 5 6 7 8
None extremely
high level
How evaluated by others do you think the parent might feel in this situation?
0 1 2 3  4 5 6 7 8
None extremely
high level
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Affect Control Evaluation
Vign 1* 6.09 5.18 5.91
Vign 2* 4.36 2.64 4.82
Vign 3 5.09 5.09 2.36
Vign 4 6.55 5.36 6.91
Vign 5* 7.27 6.73 4.09
Vign 6* 7.73 6.09 5.45
Vign 7* 4.45 6.18 2.82
Vign 8* 4.82 4.00 3.45
Vign 9 4.55 3.36 3.00
Vign 10 6.91 3.91 4.36
Vign 11 * 5.82 3.09 6.91
Vign 12* 7.00 4.91 7.36
Vign 13 7.45 5.09 7.82
Vign 14 7.64 5.09 7.82
Vign 15* 7.55 6.82 7.82
Vign 16 6.00 6.91 3.82
Vign 17* 6.36 5.00 6.73
Vign 18 5.82 4.73 6.27
* = Vignettes used in the regression condition.
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Mean Feature-Rating By Vignette (cont.1.
Affect Control Evaluation
Vign 19* 4.91 2.36 4.18
Vign 20 3.27 6.18 2.27
Vign 21* 5.00 6.45 3.18
Vign 22 4.73 5.64 3.18
Vign 23 5.73 3.27 5.09
Vign 24* 4.45 6.27 3.18
Vign 25* 4.55 4.91 3.00
Vign 26 6.36 4.36 6.64
Vign 27 4.73 6.91 3.09
Vign 28 6.82 6.64 7.27
Vign 29* 7.09 3.09 7.18
Vign 30* 6.09 5.18 6.45
Vign 31 7.36 6.82 5.64
Vign 32* 4.73 5.73 3.36
Vign 33* 4.91 4.45 5.00
Vign 34 6.73 4.64 6.64
Vign 35 6.55 6.36 6.91
Vign 36* 3.91 7.27 5.64
* = Vignettes used in the regression condition.
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Mean Feature-Rating By Vignette (cont.1.
Affect Control Evaluation
Vign 37* 6.09 4.91 4.27
Vign 38 4.73 4.91 4.27
Vign 39 4.64 6.27 3.09
Vign 40 6.36 6.36 7.09
Vign 41* 6.82 5.45 5.55
Vign 42* 5.64 4.55 3.27
Vign 43 6.00 5.73 6.82
Vign 44* 6.45 6.09 6.64
Vign 45 6.91 5.00 4.91
Vign 46* 5.00 5.18 3.00
Vign 47 6.09 5.45 7.00
Vign 48* 7.18 5.09 7.09
Vign 49* 5.18 3.55 6.00
Vign 50 6.64 3.27 6.64
Vign 51 5.55 2.45 3.36
Vign 52* 7.18 4.82 7.36
Vign 53* 7.27 5.55 4.09
Vign 54* 6.91 5.55 6.91
* = Vignettes used in the regression condition.
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Mean Feature-Rating by Vignette (cont.V
Affect Control Evaluation
Vign 55 6.09 2.27 6.64
Vign 56 5.64 6.64 3.73
Vign 57 5.00 4.00 5.45
Vign 58* 5.64 5.18 5.09
Vign 59 4.00 5.73 2.82
Vign 60 5.91 5.73 6.27
* = Vignettes used in the regression condition.
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APPENDIX F 
INSTRUCTIONS FOR EVALUATING 
PARENT GOAL BEHAVIOR: FORM A




Read the list of possible parent responses to the story.
Rate, from 0-8, the likelihood that a parent would respond with each behavior based 
on his/her goal for that situation. There are two categories of goals.
A: immediate child compliance
or reduce the parent’s own distress.
B: emotional well-being, 
development,
or socialization of the child.
If the parent’s goal is for (A, B )  how likely is it that they would . . .
0 1 2 3 4  5 6  7 8
Not at all likely Extremely likely
Example: It’s your friend’s birthday, and you decide to celebrate at Applebee’s 
restaurant. Your child appears to be interacting quietly and appropriately with your 
friend’s daughter. You are generally excited to see your friend, as you two do not 
get to spend a lot of time together. As your friend is about to tell you about the new 
house she has bought, you notice the children getting louder and becoming more 
active. You remind your child about appropriate indoor behavior and his/her 
behaviors improve, but begin to get worse a minute later. You are having difficulty 
hearing your friend’s story.
1) Teach their child what is appropriate behavior at a public restaurant
A   (compliance or reduce own distress) B ______  (emotional well-being, development, or socialization)
2) Give one more reminder and threaten a consequence
A ________ (compliance or reduce own distress) B   (emotional well-being, development, or socialization)
* Please place a number in each blank space.
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APPENDIX G 
INSTRUCTIONS FOR EVALUATING 
PARENT GOAL BEHAVIOR: FORM B
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D I R E C T I O N S :
Read each story
Read the list of possible parent responses to the story.
Rate, from 0-8, the degree to which each parent behavior reflects certain parental 
goals. There are two categories of goals.
A: immediate child compliance
or reduce the parent’s own distress.
B: emotional well-being, 
development,
or socialization of the child.
To what degree does this behavior reflect the parent’s concern for (A, B)? 
0 1 2 3 4  5 6  7 8
Not at all A high degree
Example
It’s your friend’s birthday, and you decide to celebrate at Applebee’s restaurant. 
Your child appears to be interacting quietly and appropriately with your friend’s 
daughter. You are generally excited to see your friend, as you two do not get to 
spend a lot of time together. As your friend is about to tell you about the new house 
she has bought, you notice the children getting louder and becoming more active. 
You remind your child about appropriate indoor behavior and his/her behaviors 
improve, but begin to get worse a minute later. You are having difficulty hearing 
your friend’s story.
1) Teach their child what is appropriate behavior at a public restaurant
A ________ (compliance or reduce own distress) B   (emotional well-being, development, or socialization)
3) Give one more reminder and threaten a consequence
A ________ (compliance or reduce own distress) B   (emotional well-being, development, or socialization)
*Please place a number in each blank space.
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CONSENT FORM
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Informed Consent
I agree to participate in the study entitled Parental Decision-Making. I 
understand that my participation in this study will require me to participate in two 
one-hour sessions approximately 1-2 weeks apart. I understand that the information 
I provide will used to help understand the nature of parental decision making. As 
part of this study, I understand that I will be asked to complete a short 
demographics questionnaire and answer questions about a series of common, but 
challenging, parent-child interactions (e.g., when children refuse dinner, misbehave, 
or interrupt adults). There are not known to be any foreseeable risks from 
participation in this study and your participation will aid in the understanding of 
how parent’s behavior may change across different situations.
I understand any questions I have about my participation will be answered at 
any time. I understand that I am under no obligation to participate in this study and 
may discontinue at any time without prejudice, however I will not be eligible for 
the raffle (see below). I consent to participate in this study. I understand that all 
responses given by me will be kept strictly confidential and used for research 
purposes only.
Upon completing this study, I understand that I will be entered into a raffle 
for one of three $100 prizes. The raffle will take place after a sufficient number of 
people have participated in this study (i.e., approximately 60). Winners will be 
notified by telephone.
I ___________________________ (print name) agree to participate in this
psychological research study, entitled Parental Decision-Making.
Participant’s signature_________________________ Date:
The researchers are available for any questions that you might have about this 
study. If you have any questions, now or in the future, you may contact Donald 
Koelpin or Dr. Chris Lovejoy. You may contact the NIU Office of Research 
Compliance at (815) 753-8588 for information about your rights as a research 
participant.
Donald E Koelpin M. Christine Lovejoy, Ph.D.
Graduate Student Supervising Faculty
Psychology Department Psychology Department
Northern Illinois University Northern Illinois University
815 753 7074 815 753 7095
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TO PCT VIGNETTES ACROSS TIME 1 AND TIME 2 ADMINISTRATIONS
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Means and Standard Deviations of Parent Responses to PCT Vignettes Across Time
1 and Time 2 Administrations.
Mean Mode SD Min. Max. % Child-Centered Responses
Vign 1 3.38 2.5 2.01 1 8.5 19.2%
Vign 2 7.08 8 2.20 1 9 79.2%
Vign 3 3.13 2 1.78 1 9 16.7%
Vign 4 7.71 8 1.35 1 9 93.3%
Vign 5 6.11 8.5 2.40 1 9 65.8%
Vign 6 5.19 8 2.35 1 9 53.3%
Vign 7 6.39 8 2.17 1.5 9 74.2%
Vign 8 7.01 8.5 2.03 1.5 9 80.0%
Vign 9 6.62 7.5 1.62 2 9 84.2%
Vign 10 6.15 8 2.33 1.5 9 69.2%
Vign 11 6.23 7.5 2.04 1 8.5 73.3%
Vign 12 8.16 8 0.85 5 9 98.3%
Vign 13 6.22 7 2.16 1 9 71.7%
Vign 14 6.82 8 2.09 1.5 9 75.8%
Vign 15 7.60 9 1.71 1.5 9 90.0%
Vign 16 4.24 2.5 1.98 1.5 8.5 33.3%
Vign 17 5.93 8 2.32 1 9 66.7%
Vign 18 6.69 8 1.88 1.5 9 79.2%
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Means and Standard Deviations of Parent Responses to PCT Vignettes Across Time
1 and Time 2 Administrations (cont.l.
Mean Mode SD Min. Max. % Child-Centered Responses
Vign 19 8.1 9 1.04 3.5 9 97.5%
Vign 20 7.83 8 1.77 1 9 88.3%
Vign 21 5.74 7 2.05 2 9 64.2%
Vign 22 5.37 4.5 2.33 1 9 54.2%
Vign 23 4.32 2 2.56 1 9 37.5%
Vign 24 8.10 9 1.12 3.5 9 95.8%
Vign 25 5.18 8 2.20 1.5 9 50.0%
Vign 26 5.93 8 2.18 1.5 9 64.2%
Vign 27 5.96 8 2.18 1.5 9 66.7%
Vign 28 7.80 9 1.45 2 9 93.3%
Vign 29 5.92 7.5 2.44 1.5 9 65.8%
Vign 30 5.18 8 2.35 1.5 9 51.7%
Vign 31 4.76 5 2.45 1 9 45.8%
Vign 32 7.39 8 1.77 2 9 89.2%
Vign 33 6.03 8 2.40 1 9 66.7%
Vign 34 5.25 5 2.25 1 9 53.3%
Vign 35 7.52 8 1.93 2 9 88.3%
Vign 36 8.31 8.5 0.70 5.5 9 98.3%
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Means and Standard Deviations of Parent Responses to PCT Vignettes Across Time
1 and Time 2 Administrations (cont.V
Mean Mode SD Min. Max. % Child-Centered Responses
Vign 37 5.42 5 2.24 1.5 9 58.2%
Vign 38 7.04 8 2.04 1 9 81.7%
Vign 39 7.12 8 1.49 2 9 87.5%
Vign 40 6.44 8 1.98 1 9 75.8%
Vign 41 5.12 8 2.43 1 9 51.7%
Vign 42 6.34 7 1.84 1.5 9 75.0%
Vign 43 7.55 8 1.36 1 9 94.2%
Vign 44 5.83 8 1.96 1.5 9 66.7%
Vign 45 5.55 7.50 2.22 1.5 9 59.2%
Vign 46 6.55 8.5 2.00 1.5 9 76.7%
Vign 47 4.00 1.5 2.40 1 9 35.8%
Vign 48 7.04 7.5 1.87 1.5 9 83.3%
Vign 49 7.58 8 1.29 2 9 94.2%
Vign 50 8.46 9 0.70 5 9 99.2%
Vign 51 5.76 8 2.33 1 9 64.2%
Vign 52 4.97 2 2.24 1 8.5 52.5%
Vign 53 5.41 5 2.31 1 9 57.5%
Vign 54 7.53 8 1.40 3 9 91.7%
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Means and Standard Deviations of Parent Responses to PCT Vignettes Across Time
1 and Time 2 Administrations (cont.l.
Mean Mode SD Min. Max. % Child-Centered Responses
Vign 55 7.86 8 1.06 4.5 9 95.8%
Vign 56 5.33 7.5 2.46 1 9 55.8%
Vign 57 7.98 8.5 1.47 1 9 96.7%
Vign 58 5.22 5 2.09 1.5 9 50.0%
Vign 59 7.13 7.5 1.41 1.5 9 90.0%
Vign 60 7.46 8 1.40 2.5 9 91.7%
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